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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Introduction to Teacher Evaluation 
No subject stimulates as much controversy among educators as teacher 
supervision and evaluation. Recognizing the need for increased focus on 
teacher evaluation, the National Institute of Education has sponsored 
several studies that offer clues to some of the central questions proposed 
by those who advocate teacher appraisal as a major approach for improving 
instruction. Eight inferences from these studies are; 
(1) Teacher observation in any form occurs infrequently for most 
teachers. 
(2) Teachers should be actively involved in the development, operation, 
and periodic revision of the evaluation process. 
(3) State and local criteria for effective teaching help to establish 
clear expectations for teaching, but offer some cautions. 
(4) Most teachers operate with virtual autonomy in their classrooms over 
what they teach and how they teach. 
(5) Supervision can be helpful, but many teachers report that it is not. 
(6) A major requirement of any effective incentive or merit plan for 
teachers is a teacher evaluation process that is seen as reasonably 
consistent, objective, and fair. 
(7) Peer supervision or coaching can provide vital resources to ongoing 
supervisory practices for decreasing teacher isolation and for 
helping teachers to improve teaching. 
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(8) A good teacher evaluation process is vital in identifying, 
remediating, and if necessary, dismissing ineffective teachers 
(Huddle, 1985). 
The most recent pendulum swing in school reform has produced a 
national impetus for accountability and growth. The educational reform and 
accountability movement have brought increased attention to teacher 
performance. Evaluation is experiencing important changes. Research for 
Better Schools, reviewing exemplary teacher evaluation systems in its 
resource guide Looking at Schools; Instruments and Processes for School 
Analysis (1984), points to five areas in which the practice has changed 
considerably in the past decade. Progressive districts are: 
(1) Linking evaluation systems to research on effective teaching 
practices. 
(2) Providing improved training for evaluators. 
(3) Holding administrators more accountable for conducting evaluations. 
(4) Using evaluation-identified teacher deficiencies to focus staff 
development. 
(5) Making teachers active partners in the evaluation process. 
It is believed that through quality teacher evaluation public school 
districts can address the issues of accountability, growth, and teacher 
performance monitoring. This study investigates the procedures and models 
that are in use in the evaluation of teachers' performance. 
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Trends and Challenges of Teacher Evaluation 
Criteria used to evaluate teachers have traditionally reflected an 
individual district's thoughts and biases. However, many districts have 
begun to identify their evaluation criteria using the literature on 
effective teacher practices (Caldwell 1986, Delaware Department of Public 
Instruction 1986, Florida Coalition 1983). In addition, studies are 
showing that teacher performance on this research based criteria correlate 
with student engagement rates, achievement gains, and perception of the 
school climate or learning environment (Ellett et al. 1980). Although 
these efforts are not commonplace, they represent a growing trend in 
teacher evaluation. 
Quality teacher performance evaluation requires the linkage of staff 
development to credible, evaluative feedback that increases the likelihood 
that teachers will act on the results for the purpose of improvement 
(Pfeifer, 1986). Current teacher evaluation systems across the country, 
however, generally lack integration between teacher evaluation and staff 
development (McLaughlin, 1982). Weber (1987) recently completed a 
synthesis of the literature on teacher evaluation, noting that evaluation 
requires as much clarity about objectives and methods as teaching itself 
does, and fully as many interpersonal skills on the part of the evaluator. 
In most districts, central office personnel or school building 
administrators evaluate teachers. Because administrators are often assumed 
to be competent evaluators, they have received little, if any, training to 
standardize procedures or maintain acceptable competency levels. This 
pattern is slowly changing. A number of districts are instituting 
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evaluation training programs (Capie et al. 1979, South Carolina Department 
of Education 1982, Wise et al. 1984). While these programs vary 
significantly in their focus and intensity, they usually include a review 
of the system's focus, content, and procedures and some supervised practice 
with a videotape or live classroom observations. 
Even if administrators are well trained, successful teacher 
evaluation is not assured. Competition for an administrator's time is 
great, and since results have seldom been used in any meaningful way, 
teacher evaluations have rarely been considered a high priority. As 
accountability issues have grown, districts are taking a closer look at 
their teachers' performance, and so evaluations have assumed more 
importance. In many districts, administrators responsible for conducting 
teacher evaluations now are held accountable for their judgments (Wise et 
al. 1984). As might be expected, evaluation specificity and consistency 
improve significantly when high-level central office personnel begin 
reviewing them and using the results to make decisions. 
States and districts whose evaluation systems are viewed as 
successful and effective have, in most cases, consciously worked toward 
developing and maintaining congruence between what they have decided they 
wanted their system to do and what the requirements of the system are. "In 
most instances, the ultimate test in determining the effectiveness of an 
evaluation system is the quality of what occurs at the bottom of the 
system^the relationship that exists between the supervisor and the teacher 
when they meet one to one" (McGreal, 1983). 
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statement of the Problem 
School districts have invested considerable time and effort in 
evaluating student progress, but until recently relatively little to 
monitoring the teaching process. Students are questioned, observed, and 
tested daily to check their mastery of the lesson. Elaborate recordkeeping 
systems track student learning, results are closely monitored, and feedback 
is provided to improve student achievement. However, teacher evaluation, 
often conducted sporadically, has not been used to the optimum in linking 
classroom performance with effective instructional practices. 
Instructor performance appraisal is a relatively recent phenomenon. 
Sweeney (1986) recently reviewed the history of teacher evaluation and 
noted that there was very little serious attention to this topic until the 
late 1970's. It was noted that the previous two decades were marked by 
self evaluation, ceremonial congratulations and neglect. The current 
reform movements have placed additional demands on improving the outcomes 
of schooling with teacher evaluation targeted as the focal point for these 
betterment efforts. 
Valid, reliable, legally discriminating teacher performance evaluation 
is an illusive target for most of America's public and independent schools. 
More research on effective teaching has been undertaken in the past decade 
than in centuries before (Hunter, 1988). It is still possible, however, to 
agree with Popham's dismal judgment, "The evaluation of America's school 
teachers is, with few exceptions, an anemic and impotent enterprise, 
promising much but producing little" (Popham, 1988) . Traditionally, in 
many districts, the teacher evaluation procedure has been a bureaucratic 
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requirement that yields little help for teachers and little information on 
which a school district can base decisions. Teachers could anticipate a 
brief annual visit from the principal, hurried conferences, and forms 
signed and filed. This exercise did little for teachers, administrators, 
and students. 
Where school reform initiatives, career ladders, pay-for-performance 
plans and research on teacher effect have stimulated numerous action 
research efforts to use what is known about teacher evaluation in more 
productive ways, practitioners continue to ask researchers: What process 
works? How can I find the time? Does it make a difference? What training 
do I need? How do I get the training? What procedures do I follow? What 
is the best model? 
In recent years, a number of changes in traditional evaluation 
procedures have been proposed as policymakers have sought to find ways to 
screen out less competent teachers and to reward the more competent. These 
changes have tended to create more elaborate evaluation procedures - adding 
more required observations, more evaluators, and more requirements for 
conferences and documentation (Darling-Hammond, 1986). The results of 
teacher evaluation are for a variety of reasons. A common identification 
would include these purposes; 
(1) Accountability - retention, transfer, dismissal. 
(2) Remediation - structured, required procedures for marginal teachers. 
(3) Reward - decisions for compensation programs. 
(4) Growth - instructional enhancement/improvement and personal 
/professional growth. 
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(5) Staff development - needs assessment, monitoring, implementation, and 
assuring maintenance (McGreal, 1983). 
From a practical standpoint, it appears that the primary reason for 
evaluation is to safeguard and improve the qualify of instruction received 
by students. Most regular school systems must have a functioning 
evaluation system. Whether the mandate is legislative, contractual, 
political, or professional, the average school manager must be able to 
point to some systematic process to monitor the performance of teachers. 
The states, and the school districts within the states, could select one or 
any combination of these five reasons if they felt that each would lead to 
improved quality of instruction. The complexities of the instruments, the 
procedures, the process, and the outcomes of teacher evaluation add to the 
uncertainty of what works. 
McGreal (Brandt, 1987) also indicated that there have been a number 
of forces working with teacher evaluation during the past few years. He 
indicates that many of the states, around thirty, have mandated certain 
procedures of teacher evaluation that have tended to be more accountability 
oriented. This trend, by the states, supports the conviction that renewed 
attention is being given to a rating scale mentality. There is a high 
degree of similarity in the criteria that districts and states are coming 
up with. That is partly because they are sharing criteria and partly it is 
a reflection on the limited number of criteria that can be generated from 
the research we now have on effective teaching. It is of particular 
concern that this similarity of measurement criteria affects the evaluation 
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process, and that the local districts are restricted in their flexibility 
to build systems that are more conducive to improving instruction. 
Researchers have helped identify a set of skills that ought to be in 
every teacher's repertoire—certain organization and management skills, 
skills in the use of time, particular teaching functions, certain practice 
activities, conducive learning climate, appropriate use of feedback, and so 
on. Appropriate staff development would help teachers enhance their skills 
in more areas. From there the movement can be to more complex topics, such 
as learning styles and thinking skills. Eventually the staff development 
program should be reflected in the evaluation system; evaluation procedures 
should include observation and measurement of knowledge gained through 
staff development. The staff development and the evaluation systems are 
subsets of something to come—hopefully the commitment to enhance the 
quality of instruction and the resulting learning outcomes. 
Improving teacher behavior is a face-to-face business requiring 
close, meaningful, and regular interaction between professionals. For 
principals, the major task is orchestrating limited resources to bring the 
growing array of state and local policies and initiatives to bear on 
individual teacher needs for instructional improvement and support. 
With the identification of a set of skills that teachers should use 
in their classroom, should there also be a set of skills that supervisors 
should be using in the teacher evaluation process? Recent trends have 
indicated that there are an increased number of states that require 
evaluator training. The personnel responsible for teacher evaluation are 
being required to acquire skills needed to evaluate teaching performance, 
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and to prove their mastery through testing programs. Trends have been 
toward clinical supervision procedures (Shepardson, 1905), but more needs 
to be known relative to what supervisors feel is working. 
Teacher evaluation is important, the process that is used to evaluate 
teachers is important, and there are a variety of procedures that may be 
selected in the teacher evaluation process. No systematic examination of 
the various procedures used in teacher performance evaluation has been 
conducted. 
The statement of the problem, in summary,' is: There is little 
current research indicating the procedures the nation's school districts 
use in the evaluation of teacher performance. 
This research study will focus on the teacher evaluation procedures 
in an effort to provide information to policymakers and practitioners. 
Inferences will be made as to the teacher evaluation models in use. 
Purposes of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to examine teacher performance 
evaluation procedures across the United States. The study is designed to 
identify: 
(1) The teacher performance evaluation system support components and 
procedures mandated by the fifty states. 
<2) The teacher performance evaluation components and procedures in use 
in the non-mandated states' school districts. 
(3) The teacher evaluation models in use. 
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(4) If the geographic location of the school district is related to the 
teacher evaluation model in use. 
(5) If the size of the school district is related to the teacher 
evaluation model in use. 
Objectives 
The goal of this study was to collect information on teacher 
performance evaluation components, procedures, and models. Specific 
objectives are: 
(1) To collect and analyze data from all fifty states in order to 
identify the teacher evaluation components and procedures mandated by 
each state. 
(2) To collect and analyze data from public school districts nationally 
to identify components and procedures in use in teacher performance 
evaluation. 
(3) To collect and analyze data from public school districts nationally 
to identify the teacher evaluation models in use. 
(4) To report findings and suggest further research questions as a result 
of conclusions from the data collected. 
Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses are tested by this study: 
(1) Teacher evaluation models in use are independent of the district's 
size. 
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(2) Teacher evaluation models in use are independent of the district's 
geographic location. 
Basic Assumptions 
The study is based upon the following assumptions: 
(1) Persons completing individual questionnaires are knowledgeable of the 
district's teacher evaluation system. 
(2) Districts responding to this survey are representative of a sample 
which is used to estimate the national population. 
Scope of the investigation Delimitations 
This exploratory study is intended to generate knowledge about the 
components and procedures districts use in order to evaluate teacher 
performance. The knowledge of these procedures is generated through the 
analysis of the literature, state mandates and guidelines, and school 
district manuals and guidelines. No attempt is made to provide in depth 
analysis of effective teaching, performance criteria, staff development, 
teacher training programs, master teacher and/or career ladder plans, or 
performance based compensation. No attempt is made to identify the factors 
which caused some states and districts to develop and endorse their plan. 
The following delimitations apply to this study: 
(1) This sample provides for separate questionnaire mailings to all fifty 
states, but to only 700 public school districts. 
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(2) The respondents of this study will be state directors and school 
district superintendents or their designees. Their responses reflect 
judgment. 
(3) This school district study is limited to a stratified, non-
proportional and randomly selected sample representing the prescribed 
national population. 
(4) The results of the state survey investigation represent school year 
1988-89, the year the data was collected. The results of this school 
district investigation represent school year 1990-91, the year in 
which the data was collected. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study, the following definitions apply: 
Accountability - the responsibility to be answerable for specific 
happenings, costs, or performances. 
Artifact Data - This is data about a teacher that is gathered by the 
examination of grade books, lesson plans, attendance records, discipline 
referrals, and so forth. Artifact data should enhance the supervisor's 
understanding of the skill of the teacher. 
Assessment - the act of determining the standing of a teacher on some 
variables of performance. 
Behavior - the action taken by a teacher that influences student learning 
in a positive way. 
Bias - a consistent alignment with one point of view. 
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Classroom Teacher - Any individual assigned to teach students in a specific 
curriculum area where the primary teaching activity occurs in a 
schoolroom. 
Clinical Riipervi .si on Model - teacher evaluation model that heavily 
emphasizes a collégial relationship between the teacher and the 
supervisor. It is an in-class approach which seeks to improve 
instruction and teacher development. It seeks to assist teachers to 
modify existing patterns of teaching in ways which the teacher observes 
(Sullivan, 1980). 
Common Law Model - teacher evaluation model characterized by high 
supervisor-low teacher involvement. It usually contains traditional 
criteria, forces comparative judgments, and emphasizes summative 
evaluation (McGreal, 1983). 
Conferencing - the skills of holding a conference with an employee for the 
purpose of discussing, deliberating, and sharing gathered performance 
appraisal data. These skills may include praise, offering positive and 
negative reinforcement, counseling, conversing, conferring, and 
reprimand. 
Contract - a written or oral agreement between the evaluator and the 
teacher which is enforceable by law. It is a mutual understanding of 
expectations and responsibilities for both parties. 
Criterion - a standard for use in making judgments concerning the quality 
of performance that is applied uniformly in defining performance. 
Data - material gathered during the course of an evaluation which serves as 
the basis for information, discussion, and inference. 
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Effective performance - the level of performance toward which all teachers 
should strive as established by the school districts for effective 
teaching. 
Evaluatee - the person whose performance is being evaluated. 
Evaluation system - a regularized structure and set of procedures developed 
which provide fair, objective, and consistent analysis of teaching 
performance, The system would be inclusive of the procedures used, the 
adopted process, the district's standards and criteria, the forms and 
instruments used, and any other components in teacher performance 
evaluation. 
Evaluator - a person who accepts and executes responsibility for planning, 
conducting, and reporting evaluations. 
Formative conferences - conferences designed and used to improve the 
teacher's performance, especially when the teacher is in the 
developmental stage. 
Formative evaluation - is ongoing, descriptive, nonjudgmental, and 
performed to help teachers teach better (Manatt, 1988). 
Formative evaluation phase - the formative phase is the ongoing observation 
and supervision function that includes documentation, conferencing and 
growth. It is designed to improve the teacher performance; teachers and 
supervisors work cooperatively to improve instruction. 
Goals - statements cited as plans, objectives, and purposes of a teacher 
evaluation program. 
Goal-Focused Model - teacher evaluation model that focuses on an 
individualized approach to evaluation. Its steps include developing 
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goals to improve performance, working toward those goals, and reviewing 
progress toward the goals. 
Growth goals - in the consultation between teacher and evaluator, these are 
the specific, measurable actions which will result in improved 
performance. They provide the direction for the improvement of 
instruction. 
Guidelines - recommendations that describe good practice and suggest 
procedures which should be taken into account for evaluating teacher 
performance. 
Instrument - the assessment device adopted, adapted, or constructed for the 
purpose of the evaluation. 
Integrated Model - the process for teacher evaluation that includes 
identifying performance expectations, documenting performance, 
conferencing about performance, developing plans to improve performance, 
and making personnel decisions based upon performance. 
Mandated evaluation system states - those states which, through legislative 
or department of education action, have mandated the evaluation system 
which the school districts must use. The system which the state 
mandates is inclusive of the procedures used, the adopted process, the 
standards and criteria, the forms and instruments used, and any other 
components in teacher performance evaluation. 
Merit pay - a performance incentive plan that focuses on recognizing and 
rewarding teachers whose performance is above standards. 
Non-mandated evaluation system states - those states which, through 
legislative or department of education action, have not mandated the 
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evaluation system which the school districts must use. The states may 
have specified procedures or components for the school district to use 
in its evaluation system, but the teacher evaluation system is written 
in the school district's of these states. 
Other Data - information gathered about a teacher's performance that is not 
gained during classroom observation. This could include artifact data, 
management characteristics, human relations skills, and so forth. 
Peer - person working with and at the same level as the employee (Glueck, 
1982). 
Performance - the carrying out of established tasks and activities as 
prescribed in the job description of an employee. 
Performance criteria - these are the actual items upon which teachers will 
be evaluated. Organized in relationship to the general performance 
areas, these criteria describe skills and behaviors related to effective 
teaching. 
Performance incentive plan - plans that attempt to recognize training, 
experience, superior teaching, and extra pay for extra work. 
Post-observation conference - the conference between the supervisor and the 
teacher following an observation. 
Procedures - the totality of the segments of the interaction between the 
evaluator and the teacher which results in teacher performance 
evaluation. Could include pre-conferencing, observation, formative 
conferencing, collection of other data, summative conferencing, 
notification methods, developing plans to improve performance, and so 
forth. 
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Proceas - the state or district determined procedures that make up the 
format that is followed in teacher performance evaluation. 
Product Model - Teacher evaluation model that utilizes various measures of 
student achievement as a measure of teacher competence (McGreal, 1983). 
Scheduled observations - these are observations of the teacher by the 
supervisor which have been arranged prior to the observation. A pre-
conference is the most common way of scheduling and preparing for the 
observation. 
School district's within the non-mandated evaluation system states - for 
the purposes of this study, these are the 700 school districts surveyed. 
The are located in the 41 states which allow the school district to 
write their own evaluation systems. 
Self-assessment - a process whereby persons make and reports judgments 
about their own performance. 
Standard - a principle commonly agreed to by the experts in the conduct and 
use of evaluation for the measure of the value or quality of an 
evaluation. 
Summativft cnnferenre - this term refers to the final evaluation conference 
which is completed annually. The summative conference is based upon 
data collected during the formative part of the evaluation cycle. Most 
evaluation systems conclude with a summative conference. 
Summative evaluation phase - This is the composite of all information 
obtained during the formative phase and may serve as the basis of 
further decision making. 
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Teacher effectlveneafl - a set of knowledge, abilities, and beliefs that the 
teacher possesses and brings to the teaching situation at acceptable 
levels of performance which influence the amount of progress students 
make toward some indicated educational goal. 
Teacher Evaluation Models - the totality of the teacher performance 
evaluation procedures used in this study. All models are identified 
with specific procedures. 
Teacher performance - refers to what a teacher does on the job rather than 
to what she or he can do. Teacher performance is specific to the job 
situation. 
Unannounced observation - teacher observations by the supervisor that are 
not prearranged. Usually are not followed by a conference. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The review of the literature was based on the premise that there exists 
a body of information relevant to teacher performance evaluation, and that 
research and writing have been done concerning the procedures used in 
evaluating teacher performance. The purpose of the review of the literature 
was to; (1) present a brief historical overview of teacher performance 
evaluation, (2) describe the rational for the evaluation of teachers, (3) 
identify personnel evaluation standards, (4) identify component procedures 
that make up the teacher performance evaluation process, (5) provide an 
overview of the trends that are taking place across the United States 
relevant to selected teacher evaluation procedures and processes, and (6) 
identify the current models of teacher performance evaluation. 
Historical Overview of Teacher Performance Evaluation 
Issues central to teacher evaluation and effectiveness did not appear 
relevant until students were expected and later required to go to school. 
The focus of teaching during antiquity was directed to adults. Not until 
the Middle Ages were younger members of the community compelled to attend 
school. These very early "attendance requirements" generally involved 
"private institutions and probably did not have to make any effort to 
attract students. The demand for education far exceeded the supply. In 
such a situation, there was no public pressure to evaluate teachers, 
although some of the headmasters of these schools attempted to develop 
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criteria by which masters and ushers, or assistant teachers could judge 
themselves" (Travers, 1981). 
Throughout the Middle Ages and continuing during the United States 
Colonial Period, teachers believed that the responsibility of learning was 
the learners'. During this period teaching was characterized as 
organization, management and the control of children and efficient use of 
materials (Smith, 1984). Not until early in this century did the practice 
of assessing teachers based upon effective teaching strategies emerge. This 
occurred as crude rating systems and instruments designed to evaluate a 
teacher's ability to teach (Peterson, 1982). 
Teaching was beginning to surface as having a credible role to play in 
assuring student learning rather than serving a purely managerial role. 
Research on the management aspects of teaching continued well into the 
middle of this century (Jackson, 1966). The perception was changing from 
one of management/control to teaching/learning. The criteria established 
for teacher accountability were beginning to alter as early as the 1950's 
(Barr, Bechdolt, Coxe, Gage, Orleans, Renmers and Ryans, 1952). Other 
teacher effectiveness research was conducted throughout the I960's and 
1970's to support this shifting trend (Gage, 1963; Coker and Coker, 1979). 
Hunter (1979) offers compelling evidence that effective teaching elements 
are definable as she observes that, "Now adequate preparation parallels that 
of medicine, for it requires the professional to learn, internalize and 
implement the contributions of science to increased productive human 
functioning" (p. 62). 
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Even before the knowledge base of teacher effectiveness became 
strikingly visible, the ability to perform better evaluation seemed near at 
hand, and the need for sound evaluation became clearly focused. In fact, 
Rose (1963) suggested that teachers would embrace evaluation if the reason 
for such inspection is to promote growth rather than find fault. This 
atmosphere of contingent acceptance appeared encouraging; however the 
largest of two teacher organizations, the National Education Association, 
continued to strongly echo this evaluation for growth sentiment fourteen 
years later. They favored evaluation of teachers for instructional growth 
and improvement, but not for accountability or control (Soar and Soar, 
1977) . 
Teachers" unions play a vital role in school reform and teacher 
evaluation. Teachers' unions have learned how to form coalitions in the 
political arena and exert strong influence in policy making at the federal, 
state, and local levels. Unions spend money to elect individuals to 
government offices and have personnel willing to work for the support of 
candidates (Johnson, 1984) . Some see unions as obstacles in the path of 
restructuring—protecting the ranks of conformity. Others see unions as 
visionary organizations capable of creative working conditions that serve as 
a precondition to change. Still, others predict that the ultimate success 
of the attempt to change schools will depend on the reaction of local 
bargaining units (Johnson and Nelson, 1987). 
Such tension in public school teacher evaluation has marked the latest 
portion of this century and, to some extent, still exists today. However, 
recent and repeated calls for accountability and restructuring have left 
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little time to debate whether teacher evaluation shall be done. The public 
call for school reform in the 1980's has bridged to the 1990's as public 
resolve for restructuring. These public outcries leave little doubt that 
emphasis is on improved teaching and teacher performance evaluation (Weber, 
1987) . 
These current reform and restructuring forces have contributed to the 
increased emphasis on teacher performance evaluation. Public and political 
activity have promoted an investigation of teacher performance evaluation, a 
very significant school improvement component. On the national scene, the 
widely read report A Nation At Risk (1983) called for a way to differentiate 
competency levels among the novice teacher, the veteran instructor, and the 
highly effective or master teacher. In the report from the Education 
Commission of the States, Action for Excellence (1983), leaders faced with 
the prospect of having to make hard decisions on state budgets confronted 
the issue squarely as they directed strong sentiments toward teacher 
evaluation and held the conviction that evaluation is the fuel which would 
ignite other school improvement measures. Bennett (1986), then Secretary of 
Education, expressed statements intended to challenge the education 
community to improve classroom performance. He demanded that schools look 
at the prospect of paying teachers on the basis of effective and productive 
teaching rather than longevity and contract status. These strong sentiments 
were fully endorsed as Finn (1986) proposed that, if public schools were to 
achieve excellence, essential ingredients were the development of effective 
educational leaders and the efficient measurement of their effectiveness in 
improving instruction. 
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Rationale for the Evaluation of Teachers 
The need for teacher evaluation is one of the few areas in which there 
has been agreement among educators. There is, therefore, little need to 
offer an extensive justification for its existence {McGreal, 1983). While 
there may be some arguments about stated versus implied purposes of 
evaluation, educators generally agree upon its general purpose; to safeguard 
and improve the quality of instruction received by students (Bolton, 1973). 
The quality of the students' education is directly proportional to the 
quality of instruction. 
There is, however, some diversity of thought on how to evaluate the 
quality of instruction and instructional performance. Some maintain that 
the four key questions that must always be answered are; what are the 
criteria, how high are the standards, how to monitor and report progress, 
and how to improve performance (Manatt, 1988). Questions arise regarding 
the effectiveness of the current evaluation procedures and processes; the 
environmental factors influencing teacher evaluation; the instrumentation 
presently being used; the evaluation training being conducted, required, and 
needed; the use of incentive pay schemes; and the efficiency of the overall 
process. This diversity of thought and the questions that arise lead to a 
myriad of different evaluation procedures and models, with an even greater 
array of instruments. Despite the obvious ambiguity, most school districts 
must have a functioning evaluation system. Whether the mandate is 
professional, political, contractual, or legislative, the district is now 
expected to be able to point to some systematic process to monitor the 
performance of its teachers. The ultimate question is then; is there a 
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totally reliable teacher evaluation system and, if there is not, what can be 
done to develop the most effective system possible? 
Darling-Hammond (1986) describes teacher performance evaluation as a 
"perfunctionary bureaucratic requirement that yields little help for 
teachers and little information on which the school district can base 
decisions. Teachers anticipate a brief annual visit from the principal, 
who, according to the stereotype, stands stone-faced at the back of the 
classroom filling out a form. And principals rush to squeeze in their 
visits to teachers amid their myriad of other duties. Hurried conferences 
are held, and forms are signed and filed. The exercise does little for 
teachers except contribute to their weariness and reinforce their skepticism 
of bureaucratic routine. Isolated from decision making and planning, it 
does little for administrators except add to their workload. It does not 
provide a mechanism for a school system to communicate, except that teaching 
is a fit subject for bureaucratization" (p. 303). 
The need for sound evaluation of education personnel is clear. In 
order to educate students effectively and to achieve other related goals, 
educational institutions must use evaluation to select, retain, and develop 
qualified personnel and to manage and facilitate their work. This need has 
a number of important dimensions. The school restructuring movement of the 
1990's has root in "equal access to knowledge" and "public demonstration of 
results" (Glickman, 1990, p.40), with teacher evaluation playing a starring 
role on the stage of accountability. However, many questions and confusing 
rhetoric have dimmed the role assigned to teacher performance evaluation. 
Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) report that political pressures on schools, 
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climate, and cultural considerations all contribute to a school's readiness 
and willingness to design an effective, reliable, and legally-discriminating 
teacher performance evaluation system. They explain that "successful 
teacher evaluation requires consistent and shared views of the teacher-
learning process and of the organizational context in which teacher 
evaluation takes place" (p.317). 
Similar "enabling conditions" were described by McLaughlin and Pfeifer 
(1986) when they linked an effective evaluation to a process dependent upon 
a district's organizational environment. These researchers believe the 
success of a teacher performance evaluation system hinges on the level to 
which a district's organizational environment displays: 
• trust between teachers and administrators, 
• open communication throughout the district, 
• commitment to organizational and professional involvement, 
• visibility for evaluation. (p. 49) 
Agreement exists between teachers and administrators with regard to 
the conditions of shared responsibility, open communication, and commitment 
to learning; these are essential to strengthen the teacher performance 
evaluation success factors. Considerably more attention must be given to 
the conditions that surround teacher evaluation. Training is a necessary 
feature of successful teacher performance evaluation, but it is seldom 
provided to the degree necessary to transfer learning and promote 
professional development. Procedures for teacher evaluation must become a 
science. Teacher performance evaluation has the potential to establish 
meaningful professional development directions and commitments for teachers 
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which could serve as catalysts fueling improvement in classroom instruction 
and student achievement. 
A paragraph from a recent publication (Joyce, 1990) serves to place 
into perspective the nature of the problem and the need to pay heed to the 
call for definitive investigation. 
The entire field of clinical support for teachers, whether by peers, 
supervisors, or principals, badly needs study, particularly because it 
is by far the largest component of staff development in most 
districts, and its theoretical structure is attractive to district 
policy-makers. To provide teachers with information about effective 
teaching behavior and with mirrors reflecting the extent to which 
their practice includes those behaviors appears eminently sensible. 
Not to study how to do it well, however, makes much less sense. It 
should not be difficult to locate some teachers who have not been 
exposed to the content and who do not manifest it in their normal 
classroom behavior, engineer a really solid treatment and find out 
what it takes to make a difference. We believe it can and probably 
does in many districts, albeit undocumentably, but we can scarcely 
believe that there is no better research in this area. The newer 
variations of the themes are no better ground than the older ones, 
(pp. 30-31) 
Colleges of education and state education departments should carefully 
evaluate entry-level educators before certifying or licensing them to teach. 
To guide hiring decisions, faculty committees, administrators and policy 
boards should conduct rigorous evaluations to identify promising job 
candidates. Following hiring decisions, the teacher should be periodically 
reviewed to assess a host of key purposes: guiding promotion and tenure 
decisions, recognizing and rewarding meritorious contributions, helping 
staff members to take stock of their strengths, helping them discover where 
they need improvement, prescribing remediation goals and activities, and, 
when remediation efforts fail, developing a fair, valid, and effective case 
for terminating those who are harmful to students or otherwise ineffective 
(Stufflebeam, 1988). Administrators and faculty committees also need 
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feedback from performance reviews and other needs assessment data in order 
to plan meaningful staff development activities. Clearly, the need for 
personnel evaluations in educational institutions is pervasive, important, 
and multifaceted. 
Personnel Evaluation Standards 
In 1988 a book was published. The Personnel Evaluation Standards, 
which was a collaborative effort to present educational institutions with 
criteria and guidelines for assessing and improving their systems for 
evaluating the qualifications and performances of educators. The standards 
were developed by a Joint Committee with representative from fourteen major 
professional associations concerned with education. This book is a guide 
for assessing or developing systems for evaluating educational personnel. 
It presents and elaborates 21 standards by which to plan and assess systems 
for evaluating teachers and other educators. The Joint Committee recommends 
that educational institutions adopt this book as their primary reference for 
developing, assessing, upgrading, and implementing institutional policies 
and procedures for evaluating educational personnel. 
These standards are intended primarily to help educators to implement 
their evaluation responsibilities. This study, because it centers on 
evaluation procedures, has a premise that these 21 standards are inter­
related to the desired outcomes of the teacher performance evaluation 
procedures. Listing the standards is not intended to minimize their content 
or the committee's explanation, but rather to bring out their importance. 
The standards also provide in some information not otherwise found in this 
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chapter. It is essential that the standards be practiced while supervisors 
use the teacher performance evaluation procedures. The personnel evaluation 
standards are: 
(1) Service Orientation - Evaluation of educators should promote sound 
educational principles, fulfillment of institutional missions, and 
effective performance of job responsibilities, so that educational 
needs of students, community, and society are met. 
(2) Formal Evaluation Guidelines - Guidelines for personnel evaluations 
should be recorded and provided to employees in statements of policy, 
negotiated agreements, and/or personnel evaluation manuals, so that 
evaluations are consistent, equitable, and in accordance with 
pertinent laws and ethical codes. 
(3) Conflict of Interest - Conflicts of interest should be identified and 
dealt with openly and honestly, so that they do not compromise the 
evaluation process and results. 
(4) Access to Personnel Evaluation Reports - Access to reports of 
personnel evaluation should be limited to individuals with a 
legitimate need to review and use the reports, so that appropriate use 
of the information is assured. 
(5) Interactions with Evaluatees - The evaluation should address 
evaluatees in a professional, considerate, and courteous manner so 
that their self esteem, motivation, professional reputations, 
performance, and attitude toward professional evaluation are enhanced 
or, at least, not needlessly damaged. 
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(6) Constructive Orientation - Evaluations should be constructive, to that 
they help institutions to develop human resources and encourage and 
assist those evaluated to provide excellent service. 
<7) Defined Uses - The users and the intended uses of a personnel 
evaluation should be identified, so that the evaluation can address 
appropriate (questions. 
(8) Evaluator Credibility - The evaluation system should be managed and 
executed by persons with the necessary qualifications, skills, 
sensitivity, and authority, and evaluators should conduct themselves 
professionally, so that evaluation reports are respected and used. 
(9) Functional Reporting - Reports should be clear, timely, accurate, and 
germane, so that they are of practical value to the evaluatee and 
other appropriate audiences. 
(10) Follow-Up and Impact - Evaluation should be followed up, so users and 
evaluatees are aided to understand the results and take appropriate 
action. 
(11) Practical Procedures - Personnel evaluations should be planned and 
conducted so that they produce the needed information while minimizing 
disruption and cost. 
(12) Political Viability - The personnel evaluation system should be 
developed and monitored collaboratively, so that all concerned parties 
are constructively involved in making the system work. 
(13) Fiscal Viability - Adequate time and resources should be provided for 
personnel evaluation activities, so that the evaluation plans can be 
effectively and efficiently implemented. 
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(14) Defined Role - The role, responsibilities, performance objectives, and 
needed qualifications of the evaluatee should be clearly defined, so 
that the evaluator can determine valid assessment criteria. 
(15) Work Environment - The contest in which the evaluatee works should be 
identified, described, and recorded, so that environmental influences 
and constraints on performance can be considered in the evaluation. 
(16) Documentation of Procedures - The evaluation procedures actually 
followed should be documented, so that the evaluatees and other users 
can assess the actual, in relation to intended, procedures. 
(17) Valid Measurement - The measurement procedures should be chosen or 
developed and implemented on the basis of the described role and 
intended use, so that the inferences concerning the evaluatee are 
valid and accurate. 
(18) Reliable Measurement - Measurement procedures should be chosen or 
developed and implemented to assure reliability, so that the 
information obtained will provide consistent indications of the 
performance of the evaluatee. 
(19) Systematic Data Control - The information used in the evaluation 
should be kept secure, and should be carefully processed and 
maintained, so as to ensure that the data maintained and analyzed are 
the same as the data collected. 
(20) Bias Control - The evaluation process should provide safeguards 
against bias, so that the evaluatee's qualifications or performance 
are assessed fairly. 
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(21) Monitoring Evaluation Systems - The personnel evaluation system should 
be reviewed periodically and systematically, so that appropriate 
revisions can be made. 
Components and Procedures That Make Up 
the Teacher Evaluation Process 
Teacher performance evaluation is far from being an exact science. 
Recent attempts are being made to lessen the gap between informed 
speculation and pure science, and this is why it is more critical that we 
understand as much about it as possible so that the information can be 
translated into school improvement, increased student learning, and teacher 
growth. 
There have been several recent reviews of teacher evaluation systems 
in which the authors identified a number of procedures of the teacher 
performance evaluation process (Abrami, 1985; Arroel, 1986, Centra, 1979; 
Darling-Hammond, Wise and Pease, 1983; Duke and Stiggins, 1986; Hawley, 
1982; Seldin, 1984). They reveal that the procedures of teacher evaluation 
seek to measure very different aspects of teaching and the teacher. Some 
seek to assess the quality of the teacher; others seek to assess the 
teaching; others claim to assess the teacher by student outcomes. Following 
is a brief description of the most common procedures of teacher performance 
evaluation. 
Observation 
This procedure is the cornerstone of most teacher evaluation systems. 
It involves supervisors evaluating a teacher's performance through classroom 
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observation. The observers review teacher behaviors and processes relating 
to their demonstration of competent lesson design, principles of motivation, 
student behavior management, learning content, assessment, and so forth. 
Two of the most widely accepted evaluation systems are Manatt's (Manatt, 
Palmer and Hidlebaugh, 1976) "Mutual Benefit Evaluation" more recently 
redefined as "A Total Systems Approach to Teacher Performance Evaluation" 
<Manatt, 1988) and Redfern's (1980) "Management by Objectives Evaluation." 
Both Manatt and Redfern consider supervisor observation an essential 
procedure of their evaluation system. During the clinical evaluation 
process, observations and the associated conferences are multiple in number. 
Effective supervision includes the purposeful observation of a 
teacher's performance. These observations may be classified as scheduled or 
unscheduled, depending on whether the teacher was aware the evaluator would 
be observing and whether the two had the opportunity to visit prior to the 
observation. Prior to a scheduled observation, the teacher and evaluator 
will establish the time and date of the observation. Normally the duration 
of a scheduled observation is for an entire lesson/activity. An observation 
is unscheduled if the evaluator and teacher have not had a pre-observation 
discussion about the observation and established the time and setting for 
the observation. The unscheduled observation provides a closer 
approximation to typical teacher behavior than does the scheduled 
observation. The duration of the unscheduled observation may be less than 
an entire lesson/activity. 
It is what the teacher says and does, how students react, and what 
actually occurs during a specific teaching episode that forms the basis for 
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the data collected. Notes taken during the observation should be 
descriptive rather than evaluative. These descriptive notes, based upon the 
agreed focus from the pre-conference, are then analyzed by the supervisor. 
McGreal, after reviewing many of the excellent sources available regarding 
classroom observation, determined that there appears to be four practical 
ways for supervisors to improve their observational skills, and the way they 
use the data once it is collected: 
(1) The reliability and usefulness of classroom observations are directly 
related to the amount and type of information supervisors have prior 
to the observation. 
(2) The narrower the focus supervisors use in observing classrooms, the 
more likely they will be able to accurately describe the events 
related to that focus. 
(3) The impact of observational data on supervisor-teacher relationships 
and on the teacher's willingness to fully participate in an 
instructional improvement activity is directly related to the way the 
data is recorded during observation. 
(4) The impact of observational data on supervisor-teacher relationships 
and on the teacher's willingness to fully participate in an 
instructional improvement activity is directly related to the way 
feedback is presented to the teacher, (p. 97) 
Classroom observation, coupled with non-evaluative feedback, becomes a 
valuable tool for training for instructional improvement. This procedure 
has among its strengths the fact that the supervisor is familiar with the 
school goals, culture, curriculum and climate; that he often has additional 
information about instructor performance; and that he can compare teachers 
within the school. Additionally, this procedure requires a minimum of 
resources for observation, feedback, and follow-up. However, even advocates 
of supervisor observations recognize its shortcomings. The lack of inter-
rater reliability, rater bias, limited occurrences of observation, and 
poorly conducted follow-ups can put the reliability and validity of the 
results at risk (Andrews and Knight, 1987; Manatt, 1988). 
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Formative conference 
This procedure is often times known as the post-observation conference 
or feedback conference. It has been a prevalent evaluation procedure in the 
past and is a corner stone of some of the most recent evaluation systems 
(Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1986). Historically, the classroom 
observation and the subsequent post-observation have been the substance of 
the evaluation process. On going observations, both scheduled and non-
scheduled, as well as the performance feedback and coaching which is 
conducted with the staff member by the evaluator during conferencing are the 
nucleus of teacher growth (Manatt, 1988; McGreal, 1983). 
Having accurate and complete information to discuss is the essential 
ingredient of a successful feedback conference. The information must be as 
objective as possible, understandable to both parties, and appropriate for 
the agreed upon concerns. 
Several other studies have shown that teaching can be improved by 
relating non-evaluative feedback (formative information) to teachers about 
their classroom teaching behavior. Furthermore, these research conclusions 
imply that such change in teacher behavior is a result of providing teachers 
with constructive, specific observational data related directly to the 
teaching episode which was measurable but relevant to student learning 
outcomes (Whitehall, 1956; Tuckhan, McCall and Hyman, 1969; Licklider, 
1986). Feedback, the process of giving information for the purpose of 
bringing about change in the behavior of the teacher receiving the 
information, sits at the heart of the teacher evaluation system. 
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Pre-evaluation conference 
One of the purposes of the pre-evaluatlon conference is to establish 
or re-establish communication in a relaxed manner. The quality of the 
relationship established at this point has a significant effect on the 
success of the next stages of the cycle (McGreal, 1983). The teacher should 
provide an overview of his or her intents. The supervisor might wish to 
raise some qpaestions for clarification. Clinical supervision requires that 
the teacher and supervisor be selective in the sense that a close study be 
made of only a small number of issues at any one time. This phase concludes 
with a teacher and supervisor reaching a fairly explicit agreement about the 
focus and range of the supervisory activity. Advocates of clinical 
supervision feel that the teacher should have as complete a picture as 
possible of events to occur. 
Guidelines and orientation sharing 
The guidelines for teacher evaluations should be recorded and provided 
to the teachers in statements of policy, negotiated agreements, and/or 
personnel evaluation manuals. Evaluation manuals and orientations should be 
constructive so that they help schools to develop human resources and 
encourage and assist those to provide excellent service. Evaluations must 
be consistent, equitable, and in accordance with pertinent laws and ethical 
codes. Some states have time guidelines relating to when teachers must 
receive their orientation to the evaluation system. 
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Summatlve conference 
This term refers to the analytical conference which is conducted at 
the conclusion of the evaluation cycle. The summative conference is based 
on the data collected during the formative part of the evaluation cycle as 
well as other pertinent data collected since the last summative evaluation. 
With respect to the summative conference, the highlight of the evaluation 
activity should not be the final write-up. No written evaluation should 
ever be composed by the supervisor until after the final conference 
(McGreal, 1983). The summative phase is the decision making process. With 
most evaluation processes, the summative conference is associated with the 
completion of evaluation reports and decisions about employment. 
The summative report represents the evaluator's judgment about the 
teacher's performance during the evaluation cycle. The documentation is a 
summary of the teacher's performance. During the summative conference the 
evaluator will review the information on the report. 
Reports/rating instruments 
The summative conference is associated with the summative evaluation and 
could be associated with a rating of the teacher and written reports. 
Written reports may also follow the formative observations/conferences. 
Reports should be clear, timely, accurate, and germane so that they are of 
practical value to the evaluatee. To be useful, the information should be 
reported when the user needs it and when the evaluatee can best apply it to 
improve performance. The report should directly address the purposes of the 
evaluation and be keyed to the appropriate position description and 
standards. It should employ language and terms immediately understandable. 
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and should clearly delineate the practical implications of the evaluation 
data. Generally the summative instrument is signed by both the evaluator 
and evaluates. 
Rating scales require the observer to make high inference judgments 
regarding the teacher's behaviors or traits. The typical rating scale is 
usually a three to seven point scale on which the evaluator marks the word 
or phrase or space on a line that best represents, in his or her judgment, 
the degree to which a certain variable or behavior was present. In early 
effectiveness studies, high inference rating scales were used successfully, 
and thus gained legitimacy (Rosenshine and Furst, 1971). McGreal (1983) 
believes that evaluation write-ups should be based on narratives and not 
ratings. To provide administrators a chance to use feedback in more 
positive and constructive ways, the narrative format allows more opportunity 
for clearer explanations of values and a more focused approach. 
Established criteria 
These serve to describe observable behaviors which, when performed, 
indicate performance of the attendant responsibility. The research of 
Madeline Hunter has done much to bring the art of teaching to a science. 
School districts may determine the criteria of their preference. Examples 
of criteria would be those of Poole and Dellow (1983) which are used as 
measures of teacher effectiveness: 
(1) Motivating students toward superior achievement/ 
(2) Generating an enthusiasm in and establishing rapport with students; 
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(3) Presenting material in an orderly and pre-planned method compatible 
with the stated objectives of the course; 
(4) Making maximum use of library resources, audio/visual aids, laboratory 
equipment, and so on; 
(5) Using a variety of teaching techniques to achieve the desired 
objectives; 
(6) Evaluating student performance adequately and equitably within the 
framework of the defined grading policy; 
(7) Providing sufficient time to assist students on an individual basis 
and encouraging students to take advantage of such assistance; 
(8) Providing instruction in such a way that it is effective to the 
greatest possible number of people. 
Self analysis 
The self analysis of a teacher is relatively common as a source of 
assessment in the teacher evaluation. The teacher can review information 
for self analysis from a number of easily developed data bases—student or 
peer ratings, assessment of student achievement, analysis of research, and 
so forth, to make judgments about their own teaching. Self-ratings can be 
quite enlightening for both supervisors and teachers. For example, during 
the various post-observation conferences (be they formative or summative) 
the evaluator's ratings can be compared with the teacher's and the 
differences between them discussed. This approach can be useful in building 
open communication and trust. Evaluators must be prepared to analyze 
classroom happenings and reasons for suggesting teacher behaviors. If there 
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is a wide discrepancy in the analyses of some areas of performance, this 
difference must be discussed. Although not useful for accountability 
purposes, the element of self-assessment can be utilized in cooperation with 
other procedures to determine individual growth needs. Both Manatt (1988) 
and Redfern (1980) consider self-assessment an essential procedure in their 
evaluation systems. 
In studies comparing evaluator and self-ratings, self ratings have 
been found to be more lenient (Kirchner, 1965) and harsher (Heneman, 1974) 
than the evaluator's rating, Thornton (1968) reviewed the literature on 
self-assessment and concluded that self-ratings generally tend to show more 
leniency, less discriminate validity, less reliability, less agreement with 
other sources, and less help than others' ratings (supervisor, peer, 
subordinates), although more recent reviews have found less definitive 
trends (Tandy and Farr, 1980). 
There are seven potential advantages of using self ratings in the 
evaluation process: 
(1) It allows for the clarification of standards, criteria, goals, and 
objectives, 
(2) It helps identify extremely biased or different ratings. 
(3) It can be continuous assessment. 
(4) It generates a larger data base on which personnel decisions can be 
made. 
(5) It is likely that teachers will act on the data they collect on 
themselves. 
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(6) It permits assessment of the reliability of ratings as well as the 
sensitivity of the rating format, 
(7) It allows participation by the teacher in the evaluation process that 
can foster commitment to the system. 
Inclusion of other data 
The center of the teacher performance evaluation should be what 
happens in the classroom. However, there are occurrences external to the 
classroom that can affect the effectiveness of the teacher; many times these 
occurrences cannot be overlooked. The interrelationships with peers, the 
promptness of reports, the management of student behavior, the compliance 
with policy, and many other in-school variables are considerations that 
evaluators view in their final determination of teacher effectiveness. 
Included in this category would be artifact data. This includes the 
teacher's grade book, attendance records, lesson plans, discipline 
referrals, or any other student related data kept by the teacher. 
Student Feedback 
This procedure has long been employed in various teacher evaluation 
schemes. It is viewed as another form of classroom observation, one that is 
from the student's point of view rather than the administrator's. Student 
ratings can be used for either formative or summative evaluative data. This 
procedure is inexpensive with a high degree of reliability (Judkins, 1987; 
Peterson and Kauchak, 1982). Several authors have discussed the student's 
role in evaluation instruction and have indicated the student ratings should 
be considered an essential element of a quality evaluation system {Berk, 
4 1  
1979/ Braakamp, Brendenburg, and Ory, 1984; Doyle, 1983; Peterson and 
Kauchak, 1982) . Several strengths of this procedure can be gleamed from the 
writings of those listed above. For example: (1) student feedback requires 
a minimum of resources; (2) teachers will change as a result of student 
feedback; (3) results correlate highly with other evaluation procedures; (4) 
students observe the teacher on a daily basis; (5) student feedback is 
reliable; and (6) several good instruments currently exist. 
This procedure is not viewed favorably by teachers and their unions. 
They feel that the student is not an expert on effective teaching practices 
and that they can be swayed in their ratings by personality and management 
factors. 
Student Achievement 
"Did the kids learn?" is perhaps the most important question we ask 
ourselves. Much has been written about using measures of student 
achievement on outcomes of significance as a procedure of teacher 
evaluation. This procedure has evaluative value because student attainment 
of objectives is a legitimate source of data on teacher performance and 
because tests of student performance measure the impact of teachers on 
students over a period of time. However, studies of the reliability of 
using test scores as a measure of teaching effectiveness consistently 
indicate that reliability is quite low, that there is some difficulty in 
designing appropriate tests, that gains on standardized tests often are 
inadequate to measure performance, and that no consideration is given to 
other important variables such as student intelligence, family background, 
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test anxiety or school climate (Blaskamp, Brandenburg and Ory, 1984; Doyle, 
1983). As a result, the primary purposes for using student achievement as 
an evaluation procedure appears to be to improve student learning and to 
identify teachers for merit recognition. 
Outside Evaluators 
Both visiting teams of experts and individual outside specialists have 
been used to evaluate teachers. Generally these people observe teacher 
performance. Advantages to this approach result from the fact that 
evaluators with special skills can be utilized. These people are external 
to the politics, problems, and biases of the school. The primary 
disadvantages are the cost to bring visitors in for sufficient time, and the 
school may tend to ignore data collected this way. 
Peer Coaching 
A number of authors have addressed the role of colleagues in 
evaluating instruction (Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease. 1983; Weinbach and 
Randolph, 1984; Braskamp, Brandenburg, and Ory, 1984). This procedure 
covers a broad range of performance, encompassing not only instruction in 
the classroom or laboratory, but also what the teacher intends to have 
happen and other instructional behaviors as exhibited by testing, grading, 
and assignments. This procedure is valuable for the purpose of improvement 
since the coaches (normally a committee) will observe in the classroom and 
examine lesson plans, tests, graded assignments, and examinations and 
provide the teacher with specific, practical suggestions for improvement. 
Peer coaching requires a high degree of professional ethics and objectivity. 
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as well as good observational and analysis skills. Because this procedure 
is not subject to direct administrative control and is more open to a 
variety of unregulated standards for assessing performance, it is not 
generally acceptable for fulfilling purposes of accountability. 
Goal Setting 
A process for continual improvement is critical in an effective 
evaluation system. The importance of the improvement component as a basic 
part of an evaluation system is supported in educational literature. 
Terminology frequently used to describe these processes include Management 
by Objectives (Odiorne, 1965), Job Improvement Targets (Redfern, 1980; 
Manatt, 1988), Practical Goal-Setting Approach (McGreal, 1983), Growth Plans 
(Harris, 1986), and Professional Development Plans (Valentine, 1986). Many 
school districts refer to their specific improvement plans as a "Growth 
Plan", "Job Target", "Professional Improvement Plan", or "Development Plan", 
or any of several terms usually formed from the adjectives of professional, 
personal, improvement, and growth. 
The obvious rationale for the use of an improvement component is to 
improve performance. Not to make a conscious effort to grow as a 
professional is to lose ground to the current knowledge and skill in the 
profession. Most teachers will make the commitment to try to improve 
professionally if they are treated as professionals. The growth plan is 
normally developed through the cooperative efforts of the evaluatee and the 
evaluator. The basic ingredients in the growth plan approach are (a) 
quality data collection and conferencing procedures that provide the context 
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for realistic developmental plans for all staff, (b) an understood and 
established improvement process that places a premium on teacher involvement 
in the development and implementation of plans, and (c) an evaluator 
sensitive to teachers' needs to be treated as professionals and skillful 
enough to work with them in that context. The growth plan provides a format 
which ensures that a logistically manageable, on-going, personalized 
development program will occur on a regular basis for every teacher in the 
district. 
Intensive Assistance 
The school district should feel a deep commitment to assure each 
student the benefit of a quality instructional program. At the same time, 
the district should feel a responsibility to provide intensive prescriptive 
assistance to staff members who have been evaluated as less than 
satisfactory by district standards. Intensive assistance is designed to 
stimulate professional improvement and growth for staff members. A staff 
member categorized as needing intensive assistance should be provided 
conferences with the evaluator and on-going discussion indicating that 
assistance for improvement is required. 
The intensive assistance system provides for growth plans and expert 
assistance in the areas designated for improvement. Normally, the 
assistance plan details specific performance areas to be improved, criteria 
for satisfactory performance, assistance to be provided, and timelines for 
completion of remediation plans. The assistance is designed to provide 
4 5  
optimum support for a staff member. Additional observations, conferences, 
training, and purposeful feedback for remediation is provided. 
Trends Relevant to Teacher Performance Evaluation 
School organizations are open systems that trade with their 
environments for important energy, resources, information, and students. 
Thompson (1967) was among the first of the organizational specialists to 
recognize that the central problem facing organizations, including schools, 
was uncertainty and that the major source of uncertainty is generated by the 
external environment. Others noted that the most effective managers scan 
their environments for information needed for decision making and for 
resources needed for operations (Aldrich, 1979; Porter and Van Maasnen, 
1970). While the inputs and effects of environmental factors are not always 
clear, they have a potentially powerful impact on schools. Environmental 
factors present the organization with a powerful and highly-structured set 
of demands and constraints. They affect the size of schools, organization 
structures, the administration of schools, and practices within the schools 
(Hoy and Miskel, 1987). They also affect policy. Wise (1979), for example, 
noted that educational policy is more and more being determined by the 
statesy by the federal government, and by the courts through accountability 
mechanisms that control decision making in local districts. 
There is an emerging consensus that schools are not natural hierarchic 
institutions responsive to top-down command structures in which 
organizational processes such as performance evaluation can be mandated with 
the assumption that they will be implemented swiftly and well (Kennedy and 
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Deal, 1979; Wieck, 1976)• Many theorists agree with Wieck (1976) that 
schools have their own loosely-coupled systems with weak linkages between 
administration and classrooms and thus to implement an organizational 
process, one has to change the whole culture. Further, if performance 
evaluation is to be successful with teachers, it must fit the teacher 
culture and must find a way to meet the expectations of a critical mass of 
teachers. Thus, the teacher culture is inimical to the success of teacher 
evaluation. 
School culture reflects the complex web of values, norms, roles, and 
attitudes that exist within district organizational structures with 
differing patterns, authority, and educational techniques (Purkey and Smith, 
1985) . The norms and sentiments of teachers represent the reality in which 
their performance evaluation resides. Research on the teacher culture helps 
in the formation of policies, informs predictions about how teachers are 
likely to respond to policy initiatives, and guides efforts to shape these 
responses (Feiman-Neiser and Floden, 1986). Teachers share many beliefs 
about what they do and how things ought to be in the workplace. Their 
varied understandings, expectations, and recognition of their work world and 
the meanings that the organization has for them constitutes that reality in 
which evaluation systems are developed and in which administrators observe 
lessons and conference with teachers. Rosenholtz (1988) in Teacher ' s 
Workplane provides a rich conception of the shared meanings of teachers in 
their workplace. 
Much has been written about the isolated world in which teachers 
reside (Little, 1990). As teachers have entered their world, they cjuickly 
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learn that they will be left to their own devices (Lortie, 1975) . Their 
needs for socialization, for group support, and for satisfactory work 
relationships have been poorly satisfied (Peterson, 1990). Personal needs 
have simply been neglected. Their craving for a sense of efficacy has been 
thwarted by a lack of feedback (Medley and Coker, 1987) . The feedback that 
they have received is less assuring than they received through their student 
teaching experiences (Gork and Reeberck, 1972). 
Educational institutions have often been ineffective in carrying out 
their personnel evaluation responsibilities. Their failure is documented in 
many recent reports and books that call for reforms in the evaluation of 
education personnel. (Andrews, 1985; Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a 
Profession, 1986; Goodlad, 1983; A Nation at Risk, 1983; Wise and Darling, 
1985.) Overall, dominant criticisms of education personnel evaluation 
practices are that they have failed to: 
• Screen out unqualified persons from certification and selection 
processes; 
• Provide constructive feedback to individual educators; 
• Recognize and help reinforce outstanding service; 
• Provide direction for staff development programs; 
• Provide evidence that will withstand professional and judicial 
scrutiny; 
• Provide evidence efficiently and at a reasonable cost; 
• Aid institutions in terminating incompetent or unproductive personnel; 
• Unify, rather than divide, teachers and administrators in their 
collective efforts to educate students (Stufflebeam, 1988). 
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Alfonso and Firth (1990) suggest a research agenda for supervision 
practices. They succinctly capsulate much of what the problems are as they 
ask five questions for researchers to study: 
(1) What personnel and professional characteristics should 
instructional supervisors have? 
(2) What conditions are necessary for effective instructional 
supervision? 
(3) What organizational structures permit the most effective 
instructional supervision? 
(4) What professional development (preparation programs and 
certification) would be most effective and desirable? 
(5) What are the dimensions of instructional supervision? (p. 183) 
Training provided to administrators and teachers is of vital 
importance for a stable, conducive culture and instructional improvement. 
The secondary products of common language and expectations—components 
essential to an effective evaluation culture-may be of equal value. Weber 
(1987) calls this the "requirement of reciprocity—the feeling of mutual 
respect between teacher and evaluator . . . the heart of the evaluation 
process" (p. 39). 
In his synthesis of the literature on teacher evaluation, Weber (1987) 
emphasizes the importance of the confidence, trust, and specificity in the 
evaluation process. His research review clearly places a significant burden 
on administrators to become better trained coaches for teacher improvement 
rather than discoverers of deficits. This training theme is essential to 
foster innovative beliefs and understanding about the purpose of teacher 
evaluation. McGreal (1983) goes so far as to state: "With the exception of 
additional time spent with supervisors on the responsibilities in the goal 
setting conference, on observation techniques and on conferencing and 
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feedback skills, administrators and teachers should receive the same 
training" (p. 144), 
This respect and feeling of trust, in large measure, results from 
formal involvement of teachers in the actual design of the performance 
evaluation system. The use of stakeholder committees when attempting to 
implement new practice results in a sense of ownership, especially in the 
development of a new teacher evaluation system (Manatt, 1987; Harris, 1986) . 
Such integral members of the prototype design and review team are usually 
composed of teachers, administrators, board members, parents, patrons, and 
sometimes students. They serve to determine standards of performance, 
instrumentation, and procedures for the teacher performance evaluation. 
These direct and meaningful involvements promote an environment of trust, 
ownership, and substantive collaboration between teacher and administrator—a 
first step in the establishment of a lasting culture of cooperation, 
accountability and growth. Manatt (1988) further assures reciprocity of 
respect between administrator and teacher in his "mutual benefit appraisal 
system" by challenging stakeholders to "create an administrator performance 
evaluation system simultaneously" (p. 81). 
Stiggins and Bridgeford (1984) explained that administrators believed 
there to be four major obstacles which limit the development of a more 
formative evaluation system: 
(1) teacher's lack of trust in the evaluation process, 
(2) insufficient time for evaluation, 
<3) the adversarial contest of evaluation, 
(4) principal's skills as evaluators. (p. 24) 
These researchers provide further information on the perceptions of 
principals regarding teacher evaluation systems and noted "lack of training 
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for evaluators to be a consistent problem among principals" (p.24). The 
majority of public school prj.ncipals surveyed in 1980 admitted that their 
primary professional development interest was to develop teacher evaluation 
skills (Gudridge, 1980). 
Improving teacher behavior is a face-to-face business requiring close, 
meaningful, and regular interaction between professionals. For principals, 
the major task is orchestrating limited resources to bring the growing array 
of state and local policies and initiatives to bear on individual teacher 
needs for instructional improvement and support. 
Evaluations often identify teacher deficiencies, and administrators are 
expected to advise teachers on how to improve their performances. Instead of 
continuing to rely on teachers to carry out these recommendations with 
little additional assistance, many districts are now using evaluation 
results to refer teachers to staff development and intensive assistance 
programs. These staff development efforts have been designed to assist the 
beginning and probationary teachers, but are also intended to improve the 
skills of the master and tenured staff members. The efforts employ a 
variety of techniques, including formal coursework, inservice and workshops, 
peer observations and conferencing, and opportunities for self development. 
Edelfeldt (1975), in a review of literature conducted for the National 
Education Association, recognized the inadequacy of staff development 
education. He contends that a clearer focus on the teaching and learning 
process is needed to strengthen staff development programs. He concludes 
that "in most staff development programs, little attention is given to 
formulating a comprehensive concept of inservice education. Too often. 
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objectives are narrow and unrelated to a larger purpose or rationale" (p. 
6). Since this report, much study has been given to staff development and 
the essential elements of training which facilitate professional 
development. Teachers need assistance in order to achieve their 
professional capability. Effective features of instructional skills 
training include clear statements of objectives and rationales, adequate 
demonstrations, well designed materials and opportunity for practice and 
feedback (Stowers, 1983; Wolfe, 1984). Sparks (1984), a researcher in 
effective staff development, provides six steps for the improvement of staff 
development. She suggests the steps in a hierarchy; 
(1) The need for the adult learners to be ready and committed to the 
training. 
(2) The determination of learner needs. 
(3) Groupings of learners which focus the training to the ready audience. 
(4) Implementation of the training plan. 
(5) Evaluation of the training results. 
(6) Reassessment, refinement and extension. 
In a recent publication by Joyce and Showers (1988), training 
objectives related to effective teaching for teacher growth are listed. 
These objectives are especially relevant when placed in the contest of 
teacher performance evaluation and the common criteria that the district 
places emphasis upon. They are: 
(1) The knowledge or awareness of educational theories and 
practices, new curriculum or academic content. 
(2) Changes in attitudes toward self (role perception changes), 
children (minorities, handicapped, gifted), academic content 
(attitudes toward science, math, physical education). 
(3) Development of skill (the ability to perform discrete behaviors 
such as designing and delivering questions of various cognitive 
levels or the ability to perform clusters of skills in specific 
patterns as in a syntactic exercise). 
(4) Transfer of training and "executive control" (the consistent and 
appropriate use of new skills and strategies for classroom 
instruction). (p. 68) 
The commitment of a school district needs to take several forms. 
Performance evaluation is a time-consuming task/ evaluators must have the 
time to accomplish the process. Adequate training opportunities must be 
provided to both the evaluator and the evaluatee. The evaluation process 
must tie into district goals related to the improvement of instruction. Top 
district personnel must have the same evaluation skills as building level 
administrators. 
What are some of the key elements that will help an evaluation system 
address the needs of organizational accountability and individual growth? 
In an analysis of Colorado's 177 school districts (Conley, 1986), these 
eight critical attributes emerged as necessary for effective evaluation 
systems : 
(1) All participants accept the validity of the system. 
(2) All participants thoroughly understand the mechanics of the system. 
(3) Evaluatees know that the performance criteria have a clear, consistent 
rationale. 
(4) Evaluators are properly trained in the procedural and substantive use 
of the system. 
(5) Levels of evaluation are employed, each with a different goal. 
(6) The evaluation distinguishes between the formative and summative 
dimensions. 
(7) A variety of evaluation methods are used. 
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(8) Evaluation is a district priority. 
Wise et al. (1984) completed a thorough investigation into teacher 
evaluation procedures and revealed that a myriad of promises exist, but just 
as many problems are present. After studying performance evaluation 
procedures in more that 30 districts, overwhelming evidence suggested that 
districts where teacher performance evaluation had better 
teacher/administrâtor trust relationships and improved communication were 
characterized as having more effective and growth-oriented evaluation 
systems. Researchers reported the problems which most often appeared to 
surface in the literature and in practice as follows: 
(1) The most effective teacher performance evaluation process has not been 
determined. 
(2) A specific external and internal organizational culture promotes 
readiness for an effective teacher evaluation system; however, 
researchers hold little promise that a clear consensus on key climate 
elements will emerge. 
(3) A variety of strategies aimed at developing teacher performance 
evaluation processes exist. 
(4) Environmental requirements, both internal and external, need equal 
treatment to assure teacher growth and accountability. 
(5) The system of teacher performance evaluation has not been adequately 
researched, nor has sufficient attention been rendered to fully 
develop effective consistent practice. 
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This report concludes by stating that the importance of internal 
organization consistency of district mission and norms distinguishes the 
effective from ineffective teacher performance evaluation systems. 
As teacher evaluation has become part of the reform movement, more time 
and effort are being devoted to linking the evaluation procedures to 
classroom performance. A number of important changes are taking place. 
First, districts are becoming more conscientious about relating evaluation 
criteria to effective teaching research. Second, training is being provided 
to ensure that evaluations are fair and reliable. Third, principals are 
increasingly accountable for implementing teacher evaluation systems. 
Fourth, districts are beginning to integrate evaluation and supervision and 
to tie evaluation findings to staff development programs. Finally, 
administrators and teachers are collaborating more in the evaluation 
process. 
Eight commonalties have proven to be extremely useful for states or 
districts as they review their evaluation systems (McGreal, 1983). These 
seem to provide a perspective, an awareness of alternatives, to consider. 
(1) Attitude - An attitude must exist, all the way to the top of the 
organization, that the purpose of an evaluation system is to provide 
assistance in the improvement of instruction. 
(2) Complementaries - The requirements placed on the participants in a 
system must completely reflect the actual purpose of the system. The 
key to success at the point of contact between supervisor and teacher 
is the amount of flexibility they have in working on and toward the 
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particular skills, knowledge, techniques, styles, etc., that best fit 
the teacher's needs and interests. 
Separation of Administrative and Supervisory Behavior - With an 
emphasis on instructional improvement, there is a need for procedures 
which help supervisors to separate, as much as possible, teacher 
observation from teaching evaluation. There is no need to store up 
evaluation comments on administrative criteria for inclusion in 
conferences following classroom observations. Teachers accept 
bureaucratic rules and procedures if they are dealt with in an 
appropriate manner and at the appropriate time. 
Goal Setting - In those systems that function most effectively, a 
recurring commonality is the presence of some form of goal setting 
between the teacher and the supervisor as the basic supervisory 
activity. In its most effective format, the goal setting process is a 
cooperative activity between the supervisor and the teacher that 
results in the establishment of a mutually agreeable focus. 
Use of the Research on Teaching as the Basis for Performance Criteria 
- For instructional supervision and the improvement of instruction to 
be a reality, all persons involved need an increased knowledge of 
classroom teaching skills. Fortunately, we are at a time when we know 
more about teaching and its impact on student learning than we ever 
have before. Increasingly, the supervision systems that are 
functioning most effectively are being based on a particular approach 
to the teaching act and using that as a framework for the 
instructional interaction between supervisors and teachers. 
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(6) Supervisors' Training in Observational Skills - Clinical supervision 
has long been a respected and recommended supervisory model. 
Personnel responsible for the evaluation of teachers must be trained 
to use the skills of classroom observation. This observing can be 
assisted by using some type of observation guide or focusing 
instrument. 
(7) The Use of Alternative Sources of Data - While observation is useful 
and can be reliable under most circumstances, it is only one of a 
number of ways that data about teaching can be collected. Among the 
alternatives are self evaluation, peer evaluation, parent evaluation, 
student evaluation, and artifact collection. The last two, along with 
classroom observation, are the most effective. 
(8) Evaluation System Directly Linked to Staff Development - Too often 
teachers and supervisors are expected to operate within systems that 
demand skills and understandings to which they have not been exposed. 
The evaluative standards should be based upon the training and the 
expectations of the school district. 
There is a need for new approaches to teacher supervision that respond 
to the current interest in teacher empowerment—new approaches that recognize 
the ability of experienced teachers to assume greater responsibility for 
their own development (Little, 1988). A growing body of literature suggests 
that teachers can effectively assist each other in their own professional 
development if the organization climate supports such collegiality and the 
teachers are provided with adequate resources. 
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New approaches to teacher supervision that individualize the 
supervisory services provided to teachers are needed. There is evidence 
that teachers at advanced levels of development prefer to get feedback from 
sources other than administrators and supervisors (Burden, 1982). Several 
leaders in the field have noted the obvious fallacy of providing the same 
type of supervision to both struggling novices and competent, experienced 
teachers (Glatthorn, 1990). To date, such programs have not had rigorous 
examination, and a recent study indicates that only 20 percent of the 
teachers surveyed reported having had any experience with peer supervision 
(Blankenship and Irvine, 1985). 
In order for the evaluation procedures to have an impact on 
instructional enhancement, McGreal (1983) has indicated that these elements 
must be in place: 
(1) Leadership density. 
(2) Knowledge of the literature. 
(3) A sense of priorities and a recognition of available time, energy, and 
resources. 
(4) Structured, focused staff development. 
(5) An evaluation system purposefully designed to be a part of the "bigger 
plan," and complementary to instructional enhancement. 
Sound evaluation practice requires time. Time is needed for such 
activities as designing and setting up the evaluation system, observations, 
conferencing, coordinating professional growth activities, analysis, peer 
involvement and other related activities. Where evaluation is not regarded 
as a high priority, supervisors and teachers may begin to take shortcuts. 
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Time also needs to be devoted to the learning of new skills and methods of 
instruction. 
Even before educational researchers were discussing teacher 
performance evaluation as a discrete reaearchable process, educators such 
as Katz (1955) had postulated three critical skills necessary for effective 
supervision. In his examination, these required supervisor skills were 
technical—ability to utilize knowledge, methods, and techniques; human-
people skills; and conceptual-ability to visualize the outcomes. 
Repeatedly in the research, investigators referred to the importance of 
understanding the elements of effective, productive teaching, the necessity 
for efficient, genuine communications and the ability to make sense of the 
data collected during the classroom observation (Stiggins and Duke, 1988; 
McGreal, 1986; McLaughlin and Pfeifer, 1986). 
Equally telling are the three aspects stressed by Stow and Sweeney 
(1981) when they noted that an effective teacher performance evaluation 
system must contain three essential aspects: (1) the process must assist 
teachers in improving performance; (2) the actual data gathered must be 
meaningful for the teachers; and (3) a quality supervisory conference. The 
importance of understanding two-way communication, particularly how many 
communications relate to the growth conference, is extremely important. 
This claim is supported by Sweeney (1982) who strongly suggests improvement 
of classroom performance is strengthened with the development of a positive, 
trusting and nonauthoritarian relationship which takes place in a clear, 
concise and meaningful supervisory conference. It appears professional 
growth through training intervention is most successful when the growth 
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facilitators are engaged with participating teachers in some fashion 
(Coladrci and Gage, 1984), 
Baker (1971) leaves little doubt as to the importance of two-way 
communication as he explains the active nature of listening and the need to 
engage oneself in a posture for listening, both physical and mental. 
Supervisory conferences, from the supervisor's position, should be three 
parts listening to one part sharing. Smyth (1981) asserts that the prime 
objective of clinical supervision is teacher growth and instructional 
improvement which is in large measure due to intensive, effective 
conferencing that occurs between teacher and evaluator, especially in the 
formative stages of supervision. Joyce and Showers (1988) note that only 
about two or three times each year the average United States teacher 
conferences with supervisors on teaching and schooling. Such conditions 
prevail for either of two reasons, supervisors do not have the time or they 
lack essential skills; it is suggested that both conditions are factors and 
with additional training at least one of the contributors would be decreased 
and possibly the outcome would stimulate supervisors to make time (Zimmer 
and Stroh, 1974; Odden, 1985). 
If teacher evaluation is to be taken seriously, an accountability 
structure is essential. An evaluation process that supports teacher 
learning formalizes the commitment to expert and formal authority by making 
it part of the system of accountability. Accountability for evaluators 
serves a reinforcing function. Holding evaluators as well as teachers 
accountable for their performance not only focuses attention—it also 
reinforces the fact that top leadership sees evaluation as a serious 
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business and thus spends time monitoring the activities. This 
accountability structure insures that the evaluation system functions as 
0 
planned. 
Models of the Teacher Performance Evaluation Process 
One of the reasons schools find themselves in a contradiction between 
purpose and procedures is a lack of understanding about what procedural 
options are available. The strength of teacher performance evaluation 
rests on the quality of the performance expectations or standards defined by 
the district, the measurement of these standards through the data, and the 
effectiveness of the communications designed to report findings. The 
criteria of performance, technical, and interpersonal skills reflect the 
essential elements necessary for the success and growth of teaching, 
ultimately leading to increased student learning. For the most part, all 
models of the teacher evaluation process have as a goal the growth of 
teachers and increased student learning; however, school districts have 
adopted many different approaches to the actual process of teacher 
performance evaluation. 
McGreal has, after reviewing the literature and researching the common 
practices of teacher evaluators, identified five evaluation process models 
which have emerged. All models have some expectations of competencies for 
the teacher, not all of which present specific classroom and professional 
performance criteria. He demonstrated that virtually every evaluation 
process could be classified as one of the five models. Since this study 
seeks to classify the evaluation processes being utilized, each of McGreal's 
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five models are discussed. These are McGreal's taxonomy of teacher 
evaluation models : 
Common Law Models 
These models of teacher performance evaluation are characterized by 
high supervisor-low teacher involvement, evaluation as synonymous with 
observation, major emphasis on summative evaluation, standardized criteria, 
and comparative judgments. Formative evaluation is either nonexistent or 
co-incidental; it is often seen as doing something to the teacher, not with 
the teacher. In this model evaluation is seen as observation/ that is, 
there appears to be exclusive reliance on the observation of the classroom 
teaching episode as the sole data source. Generally, the common law model 
has required instruments that force comparative judgments to be made between 
and among people. This model is characterized by the existence of 
standardized criteria, most of which are not research based but have evolved 
with the instrument over time. These components of common law are in sharp 
contrast to the formative approach which is a collégial, collaborative data 
gathering process characterized by high supervisor-high teacher involvement 
intended to enhance teacher performance and student learning. 
The common law model offers the advantage of being able to be used in 
situations of high teacher-supervisor ratios, requires little supervisor 
training, and allows districts to visibly meet accountability demands. 
Complaints against this system include the reinforcement of the watchdog 
attitude, low teacher involvement, minimal contact time between teachers and 
supervisors, heavy emphasis on standardized criteria, administrator 
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domination, and forced judgments between people when there is no need to do 
so. 
Common law evaluation relies on simplified definitions of evaluation 
and on procedures and processes that have remained virtually unchanged for 
years and, as McGreal points out, "the label 'common law' is used for such 
systems since most districts who employ this form of evaluation have done so 
for so long that they have finally married it by formalizing the procedures" 
(p. 9) . 
Goal-Setting Models 
A major characteristic of goal-setting models is their emphasis on an 
individualized approach to evaluation. Individualized appraisal of 
performance leading to decisions of self improvement is the desired outcome. 
Generally, no checklist of criteria is used. Self-assessment may be a 
component of this model. Teachers and evaluators meet and confer to set and 
monitor goals. The basic assumption underlying the goal-setting model is 
that when one formulates or participates in the formulation of performance 
goals, they will have a clearer understanding of what is expected of them. 
As McGreal (1983) states; "The focus should be on showing continual growth 
and improvement and continually doing things better" (p. 15). 
Strengths would include the fostering of a positive working 
relationship, promotion of the unique professional growth of the teacher, 
clarification of performance expectations, and integration of individual 
performance objectives with the goals and objectives of the school 
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organization. This model is paper intensive and nearly impossible to use 
for ranking instructors. 
Product Models 
These models are based upon the results or outcomes of student 
achievement teats or on competency-based evaluations, but not on methods, 
styles, or processes. Generally, the instruments for assessing student 
growth are norm-referenced tests and criterion-referenced tests. This is a 
very controversial model because of the use of student performance as a 
method for assessing teacher performance. 
This model is laden with complex problems. Even though conceptually 
this evaluation method appears logical and functionally plausible, it is 
singularly the most controversial model of teacher evaluation. Proponents 
suggest that student performance is objective data and, therefore, is better 
than subjective ratings most often the dominant source from which final 
judgments are made in the teacher evaluation process. Using student 
achievement as a measure of teacher competence rests on the assumption that 
enhancing student learning is an important function of teaching (Millman, 
1981). There is growing support for the use of student performance data for 
input in the formative evaluation of teachers. McGreal further suggests 
that those committed to improving instruction should include the use of 
student performance data as a component of summative evaluation. Major 
arguments advanced for this method are that this is an objective measure and 
that student growth is the "real thing." 
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Those critical of this method of evaluation cite numerous problems. 
Issues raised include inadequate tests, the serious disadvantages of the use 
of tests, the amount of influence that a teacher really has in relation to 
other influences, confounding influences on student growth, lack of reliable 
statistical measures, and the variety of means to measure statistical 
growth. 
Recent advances in statistical measures and heightened demands for 
teacher accountability have placed additional emphasis on this model. 
However, researchers such as Glass (1990) contend: "Student-achievement data 
cannot tell teachers how to teach; such data are not viewed as credible for 
distinguishing good teachers from bad ones; the data once gathered will tend 
not to be used" (p. 238). 
Clinical Supervision Models 
The perception of many supervisors is that this is the process 
utilized in their evaluation system. However, the extremely high need for 
quality two-way supervisory communication between the teacher and supervisor 
is oftentimes less than adequate in actual practice. A relationship of 
collegiality and collaboration characterizes this model. "The focus is 
expected to be on teacher motivation and improvement rather than on quality 
control" (McGreal, 1983, p. 26) . 
This model is characterized by a close and intense relationship 
between the teacher and the supervisor, with an emphasis on collégial rather 
than authoritarian orientation. it takes the principal data from the 
classroom and is designed to improve the teacher's performance. Since the 
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focus includes formative as well as summative evaluation, the expectations 
of this model include greater teacher motivation and growth. The purpose is 
to assist teachers to modify existing patterns of teaching in ways in which 
the teacher desires. Clinical supervision is time consuming, requiring the 
stages of pre-observation conferences, observation of teaching, analysis 
and strategy, post-observation conferences, and post-observation analysis. 
Clinical supervision assumes that most teachers - when supplied with 
adequate information and allowed to act on it - can analyze, interpret, and 
decide in a self-directed and constructive manner. Questions arise as to 
whether this model can be construed as an evaluation model. 
There is general agreement (Goldhammer, 1969; Cogen, 1973; Acheson and 
Gall, 1980) that the sequence of clinical supervision contains five stages: 
1. Pre-observation conference 
2. Observation of teaching 
3. Analysis and strategy 
4. Post-observation conference 
5. Post-observation analysis 
Manatt (1988) has enhanced this clinical supervision model by expanding the 
cycle to include more opportunities for feedback in the formative phase and 
by providing for various supportive and supplemental data to be included in 
an evaluation portfolio. 
Sergiovanni (1982) offers five tenets, in addition to collegiality and 
collaboration, of clinical supervision: (1) teaching is a complex 
enterprise; (2) supervision is a team process; (3) teaching will be modified 
in ways the teacher desires; (4) the supervisor assists the teacher to 
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select improvement goals; and (5) effective supervision provides conditions 
which motivate the teacher to self-improvement and enhanced acquisitions. 
Artistic or Naturalistic Models 
This model has a belief that teaching is an art; that the quality of 
the performance the teacher exhibits is likened to an aesthetic experience. 
The evaluation is more subjective and, perhaps, less precise. There is 
often a performance quality of teaching characterized by both skill and 
grace which likens it to an aesthetic experience. In such an approach to 
evaluation, the individual supervisor is the instrument through which what 
has gone on in the classroom is perceived. This model provides a variety of 
outcomes that can be anticipated and unanticipated from a teaching episode; 
in fact, because of the flexibility of this approach, it may provide the 
most complete view of teaching and learning. The major aim is to improve 
the quality of educational life in the school. 
This model assumes that the performance quality of the teaching act is 
directly proportional to the level of student learning. That is, the more 
aesthetically pleasing the teacher's performance, the better job the teacher 
is doing and the more the students are learning. Central to supervision of 
such a definition of teaching is the complete understanding of the 
supervisor with regard to the artistic and naturalistic abilities of the 
teacher. In the artistic model, the general "appreciative and intuitive 
nature of the observer" is more important than the practice of prescribing a 
specific set of activities to follow and then observing whether or not they 
took place. 
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The strength of this model lies in the sensitivity, perceptivity, and 
knowledge of the supervisor (Eisner, 1982). It demands a great deal of time 
and commitment on the part of the supervisor in order to become very 
familiar with the expressive character of what the teacher and students are 
doing. This model holds that teaching is an artistic process; the more 
aesthetically pleasant and gratifying the experience of students in the 
classroom, the more students will learn. 
Advocates of artistic models recognize several kinds of objectives and 
outcomes as legitimate, including behavioral objectives, problem-solving 
objectives, expressed outcomes, and unanticipated outcomes. The criticism 
of this method revolves around the lack of precision. Also, the supervisor 
training and time requirement make this model impractical. 
While these models seem perfectly logical in the explanation of what 
districts are doing, the ultimate test in determining the effectiveness of 
an evaluation system is the quality of what occurs at the bottom of the 
system-the relationship that exists between the supervisor and the teacher 
when they meet one to one. The systems that work best impose the fewest 
possible infringements upon the supervisor-teacher relationship (McGreal, 
1983). It would be difficult to believe that these five models are self 
inclusive and that each does not have elements of the other four in them. 
In addition to McGreal's models, Glatthorn (1990) has singled out a 
different variation of the evaluation process called a Self-Directed Model. 
He categorizes self-directed models into two categories: goal-based models 
and diagnostic-feedback models. In the goal-based models, the individual 
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teacher sets a professional growth goal for the year, reviews that goal with 
the principal^ undertakes certain actions to achieve that goal, assesses his 
or her own progress, and confers with the principal about results. Iwanicki 
(1981) reports that such models generally are effective, although he points 
out that they often require too much paper work. The diagnostic-feedback 
models require that the individual teacher diagnose his or her present level 
of effectiveness, undertake certain improvement efforts focusing on a 
particular skill in the classroom, and get feedback about the effectiveness 
of its use. Several studies of alternative versions of the diagnostic-
feedback model indicate that it is both feasible and effective as an 
alternative to standard clinical supervision (Freiberg, 1987; Bailey, 1981; 
Hoover and Carroll, 1987). 
More recently, to obtain the highest quality and most productive 
process of teacher performance evaluation, one researcher has integrated 
goal-setting or performance improvement commitments as a solid component of 
the clinical evaluation process (Manatt, 1988). This integrated model is a 
process of professional improvement which includes identifying performance 
expectations, documenting performance, conferencing about performance, 
developing plans to improve performance and making personnel decisions based 
upon performance. 
The findings of Glatthorn, Iwanicki, Manatt, and others indicate that 
the pure models as identified by McGreal are blended with each other for 
practical usage. This finding is of great importance to this study. 
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Summary 
The extensive nature of the variables involved in this investigation 
necessitated a review of the literature on teacher performance evaluation 
and the related procedures. It served to outline the importance of the 
varying forces and components that affect the evaluation process. 
In most school districts, teacher evaluation will require fundamental 
change in the values and practices that characterize the organization. A 
necessary set of enabling conditions—a triggering event, environmental 
stability, leadership committed to strong evaluation together with active 
teacher involvement in the design of a teacher evaluation system-combine to 
produce an environment of trust, communication, and commitment. Without 
these organizational conditions, there is little chance that teacher 
evaluation can become a force for positive teacher and school change. The 
initial climate of change is necessary to the success of any teacher 
performance evaluation process. 
Teacher evaluation procedures that are based in joint training of 
administrators and teachers provide common language and shared expectations 
and so are important to fostering openness and trust. An accountability 
structure focuses administrator attention on the quality of the evaluation 
process and contributes the continuing pressure necessary to a vital 
evaluation system. Effective feedback is essential to a strong evaluation 
culture and to the continued support of participants. 
Many national leaders and researchers have debated the essential 
factors associated with teacher performance evaluation. However, most of 
what makes a difference is taking place in local districts as they 
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experiment with a multitude of promising procedures. The literature 
continually confirms the reality and expected outcomes of teacher evaluation 
as defined by local practitioners—teacher improvement and teacher 
accountability. Overall, the authors and researchers cited in this review 
accept Scriven's (1988) definition of accountability as demonstratively 
responsible. Teacher improvement and growth, the formative result of 
evaluation, are often promoted as the ultimate aim of teacher performance 
evaluation and frequently appears at odds with the legal demand of and the 
public's plea for accountability. This review has proposed procedures which 
contribute to these aims. Regardless of what type of evaluation process a 
school ultimately decides to use, to be effective it must revolve around 
looking at and talking about teaching. In this simple fact lies a problem 
continuously confronted by teachers and supervisors. Basically, both groups 
learned how to teach in the same way—by doing it. There is no area in 
education that has more potential impact on the improvement of instruction 
and hence on the improvement of schools than a successful teacher 
supervision/performance evaluation process. 
Through the delineation of teacher evaluation models into a widely 
accepted and research based taxonomy, this study serves to provide 
information about the linkage by testing the relationship between evaluation 
procedures/models as related to district size and geographic locale. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction 
The goal of this study was to collect information on teacher 
performance evaluation components, procedures and models, and to determine 
which procedures and models are being used by the public school districts 
in the United States. 
After the literature had been reviewed, the problem identified, and a 
proposal approved, the following procedures were employed for the 
investigation: (1) a letter was sent to the Chief State School Officer of 
the Department of Education of each of the 50 states requesting the name of 
the person at the state level most knowledgeable of teacher performance 
evaluation procedures in the state, (2) a survey form was designed to 
determine the teacher performance evaluation procedures mandated by each 
state, (3) a letter of explanation and survey form designed to determine 
mandated teacher evaluation procedures were sent to the contact person at 
the state level, (4) information received from the state contact person was 
reviewed and analyzed, (5) the nine states with mandated teacher evaluation 
systems were identified, (6) school districts within the 41 non-mandated 
system states were identified as the sample population for the survey, (7) 
a survey instrument was constructed to examine teacher evaluation 
procedures in the non-mandated system states' school districts, (8) an 
explanatory letter, survey instrument and instruction for completing the 
survey were sent to 700 selected school districts from within the 41 non-
mandated system states, (9) the school district's evaluation procedure 
information was reviewed and analyzed. Each of these steps, the survey 
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forms, subjects who participated, data collection procedures, and 
statistical analyses will be described to a greater extent in this chapter. 
Methodology and Procedures 
The steps involved in conducting this study are hereafter presented 
in chronological order. After choosing a topic that was of interest and 
discussing it with the professors in charge of the major work, and after 
narrowing the topic of teacher evaluation to the procedures and models used 
in teacher performance evaluation, a review of the literature was 
undertaken in order to determine what is currently known about the topic 
and to provide the researcher with sufficient background to make a 
sufficient contribution of new information to the existing research base. 
A series of objectives to the study were developed. These objectives led 
to the formulation of research questions and hypotheses. Instrumentation 
was developed. Additionally, instructions and information to accompany the 
surveys were formulated. 
During the first phase of the study it was necessary to determine a 
person who had knowledge of teacher performance evaluation procedures from 
each state of the United States; this study required the input of a person 
having knowledge of what was happening in his/her state relative to teacher 
performance evaluation. The Chief State School Officer of each state's 
Department of Education, as identified in Appendix A, was contacted and 
asked to identify the person who had knowledge of their state's teacher 
evaluation system. All letters used in the surveys were printed on School 
Improvement Model stationary. A postage paid postcard was enclosed with 
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the information letter explaining the purpose of the study; the postcard 
was the vehicle whereby the Chief State School Officer could return the 
name of the state's contact person. A copy of the letter and the postcard 
used in this phase of the study is included in Appendix B. 
After a listing of the 50 states' contact people had been developed 
(Appendix C), these designated people were sent a survey. The letter of 
explanation and survey (Appendix D) were designed to gather data about 
current mandated practices relating to teacher performance evaluation 
development, implementation, support components, and procedures. Each 
state contact personnel was requested to send this researcher a copy of the 
state's teacher evaluation components and procedures mandated by law or 
regulation, A postage paid and addressed return envelope was enclosed. 
Thirty days after the first mailing, a telephone follow-up was made to the 
nine state contacts not responding. Follow-up telephone calls continued 
until information and documentation was received from all 50 states. The 
responses from the fifty states were then examined. 
After analysis of the mandates of the 50 states, the second phase of 
this study was intended to gather data about current practices in teacher 
performance evaluation from a sample of United States school districts 
where evaluation systems were not state mandated. A letter of explanation 
and survey (Appendix E) were designed to gather data about the teacher 
performance evaluation procedures used in the districts. A postage paid 
and addressed return envelope was included with this mailing. Seven-
hundred school superintendents were sent the survey and letter; this sample 
population will be described later in this chapter. Mailing labels were 
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produced from the Common Core of Data Public School Universe (1988) data 
tape. These labels were not personalized; just the title, "Superintendent 
of Schools," with the name and address of the school district were inked on 
the label. After a period of eight weeks, 312 districts had returned the 
surveys; many had also included a copy of their district's written 
information relative to teacher performance evaluation procedures. 
After the eight-week waiting period, a second questionnaire and 
information letter (Appendix E) was sent out to the 388 districts not 
responding to their first questionnaire. This mailing also included a 
postage paid and addressed return envelope. This yielded an additional 
return of 132 survey questionnaires, many including the district's written 
information relative to teacher performance evaluation. 
Four hundred forty-four districts returned survey questionnaires. 
Three hundred thirty-three included various examples of their districts' 
evaluation guidelines, policies, faculty handbooks, and/or narrative 
descriptions of their teacher performance evaluation procedures. With the 
receipt of both the survey questionnaires and written information, from 333 
of the 444 responding districts, a spot check was made to determine the 
accuracy of the survey questionnaires. It was determined that the school 
district respondents were accurate in their completion of the survey 
questionnaire. The other 111 survey questionnaires were accepted as 
accurate and were included in the totality of responses. The respondents 
represented 63.4 percent of the selected sample. A detailed explanation 
and table depiction of actual returns is provided later in this chapter. 
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Development of the State Survey 
The survey (Appendix D) sent to the state contact person consisted of 
a letter of explanation, two questions and a request for information. It 
was designed to determine which teacher performance evaluation components 
and procedures were mandated by the state; these mandates could have come 
about through legislation requiring evaluation or through the state 
department of education policy requiring evaluation. The contact person 
was asked to send a copy of his/her state's teacher evaluation mandates. 
This survey was mailed to the state contact person on January 24, 1989. 
Development of the School District Questionnaire 
A review of literature in teacher performance evaluation procedures 
served to establish the major components of the survey instrument for the 
district population. Questions were developed relative to the district's 
usage of teacher evaluation practices and procedures most commonly brought 
forth in the literature. The questionnaires were developed through 
consultation with a review panel made up of Professors Sweeney and Manatt. 
There were 22 questions asked on the district's questionnaire-most could be 
answered with a yes or no response. 
The first letter to the 700 sample districts was mailed on July 3, 
1990. The follow-up letter to the 388 non-respondents was sent on August 
31, 1990. 
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state Population 
The initial phase of this study was designed to determine what 
teacher performance evaluation system components and procedures have been 
legislated by each state of the United States, and which of the 50 states 
have mandated systems for evaluating teacher performance. Each of the 50 
states' Chief State School Officer of the Department of Education (or 
Public Instruction) was contacted. The Chief State School Officer was 
asked to delegate the responsibility of responding to the survey to the 
person on the state department of education staff who was most 
knowledgeable on the subject of teacher performance evaluation. Each 
state's identified person was contacted and returned information relative 
to what their state mandated for teacher performance evaluation procedures. 
District Population 
The sample population for the second phase of the study was selected 
from the Common Core of Data Public School Universe computer tape (1988) as 
documented in the Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Education 
Agencies (1988), a publication of the United States Department of 
Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement. The United 
States government school census documents served as the population data 
source from which the stratified random sample was drawn. Data sources for 
all 50 states contain the names and addresses of 15,579 local public school 
districts in the United States. 
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Non-mandated evaluation system states 
Alabama, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Texas, Tennessee and Virginia (states with legislative or Department of 
Education mandated systems that the school districts must follow when 
evaluating teacher performance) were excluded from further surveys. School 
districts from the 41 remaining states were the population for the second 
phase of the study. The population from which the random sample was made 
included only those districts with 20 or more teachers. After excluding 
the districts with less than 20 teachers and the 9 states which have 
mandated teacher performance evaluation systems, the sampling frame 
contained 9,760 school districts. After ordering the districts within each 
stratum by number of teachers within state within geographic regions, a 
systematic sample was selected. The school district's size and geographic 
location were deemed as meaningful for further study. The size of the 
sample to be used in this study was set at 700 school districts. 
Size categorization 
The aggregate number of classroom teachers within the district was 
used as a measure of size for stratification since it was hypothesized that 
teacher evaluation procedures and models would be associated with the 
number of teachers in the district. All 63 school districts which had 
2,000 or more teachers were included in the sample. The remaining sample 
districts were allocated to the strata at a rate somewhere between equal 
allocations and allocation proportional to the square root of the number of 
school districts within the stratum; these 637 districts were grouped into 
four size strata according to the number of classroom teachers in the 
7 8  
district — 20 to 119, 120 to 249, 250 to 599, and 600 to 1999. The strata 
were formed so as to include roughly the same number of teachers in each 
stratum. 
Geographic location categorization 
School districts in the 41 states surveyed were grouped into eight 
geographic regions. This geographic region, in conjunction with the third 
classification, Location Relative to Population Area, determined the sample 
population. The states are divided in the eight regions as classified by 
the Educational Research Service. This represents the school locale 
according to geographic region: 
New England - Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode 
Island and Vermont) 
Mideast - District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New York and 
Pennsylvania 
Southeast - Arkansas, Florida, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi and West 
Virginia 
Great Lakes - Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio and Wisconsin 
Great Plains - Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota 
and South Dakota 
Southwest - Arizona, New Mexico and Oklahoma 
Rocky Mountains - Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Utah and Wyoming 
Far West - Alaska, California, Nevada, Oregon and Washington. 
Information About the Return Rate 
This investigation was a nationwide effort. The importance of the 
response rate deserves detailed analyses. Therefore, specific respondent 
categories listing return rate by state, geographic region, and size are 
provided in both narrative and table form. 
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state contact person's return rate 
The return rate from the states was 100 percent. All state contacts 
answered and returned the survey, and all sent descriptive materials 
relevant to their state's mandated teacher evaluation regulations. The 
second stage of this investigation was dependent upon the analysis of the 
returns from the state's contact person. 
Return rate by the size of the district 
Four-hundred forty-four out of 700 sampled districts (63.4%) returned 
the questionnaire. Table 1 provides the information relating to the total 
number of districts in the size categories, the number of districts 
sampled, the sampling rate, the number of returned samples, and the rate of 
return. It is important to note that this size stratum included school 
districts in the 41 identified states and the District of Columbia. 
The school districts with 2000 or more teachers had the highest rate 
of return, 76.2%. Each of these 63 larger and mostly urban districts were 
included in the survey sample. Districts of 600 to 1999 teachers had a 
return rate of 70.8%, while the 250 to 599 teacher districts returned 
surveys at a 69.3% rate, 120 to 249 teacher districts accrued a 58.4% 
return rate, and the 20 to 119 teacher districts returned surveys at a rate 
of 56.7%. 
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Table 1. Public school districts by size and return 
Number of a—Total b—Number Sampling c—Number Percent 
teachers in number of of sampled rate of returned of 
the district districts districts (1 of..) surveys return 
20-119 6,496 217 29.94 123 56.7% 
120-249 1,891 178 10.62 104 58.4% 
250-599 986 153 6.44 106 69.3% 
600-1999 324 89 3.64 63 70.8% 
2000 + 6 3  1.00 76.2% 
Total 9,760 700 7.17 444 63.4% 
a Number of districts in the 41 states in each size category, 
b Number of districts who were sent the questionnaire 
c Number of districts who completed and sent back the questionnaire. 
Return rate by districts within the states 
The states' districts were mailed out questionnaires in a ratio to 
the number of school districts in the state. Table 2 indicates the number 
of surveys sent and returned by the states' districts. States sent the 
highest number of questionnaires were California with 68, New York with 54, 
Ohio and Pennsylvania with 41, Illinois with 40, and Michigan with 39. 
United States locations returning all questionnaires were Maryland 
(10 districts), Nevada (2) and Rhode Island (4). States with high rates of 
return would include Wisconsin (86%), Idaho and New Mexico (83%), Nebraska 
(80%), South Dakota (80%), Missouri (78%), and New Hampshire and Washington 
(75%). California returned 63% of the questionnaires. New York 59%, Ohio 
63%, Pennsylvania 49%, Illinois 73%, and Michigan 56%. Twenty-three 
states' districts returned more than 60% of the surveys. 
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Table 2, Survey return rate by state and district size 
20 -119 120 -249 250 -599 600 -1999 >2000 Total Returr 
MQ CQ MQ CQ MQ CQ MQ CQ MQ CQ MQ CQ 
AK 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
AR 8 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 14 6 43 
AZ 3 2 3 1 2 0 3 2 2 2 13 7 54 
CA 13 9 13 8 20 10 15 10 7 6 68 43 63 
CO 3 0 1 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 10 6 60 
CI 3 2 4 2 5 2 2 1 0 0 14 7 50 
DC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 100 
FL 1 0 1 1 3 2 5 5 12 8 22 16 73 
lA 12 6 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 18 12 67 
ID 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 6 5 83 
XL 20 11 9 8 7 6 3 3 1 1 40 29 73 
IN 6 3 7 4 6 6 3 2 1 0 23 15 52 
KS 8 3 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 6 46 
KY 2 1 6 2 4 2 1 1 1 1 14 7 50 
LA 0 0 1 1 4 3 5 3 4 3 14 10 71 
MA 5 3 9 5 5 5 2 2 1 1 22 16 73 
MD 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 3 5 5 9 9 100 
ME 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 33 
MI 10 8 13 8 9 5 6 1 1 0 39 22 56 
MN 9 5 5 3 3 3 2 2 1 1 20 14 70 
MO 11 9 4 4 4 3 2 1 2 1 23 18 78 
MS 2 0 6 2 4 2 1 1 0 0 13 5 38 
MT 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 2 50 
ND 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 33 
NE 6 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 8 80 
NH 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 75 
NJ 10 4 10 7 10 5 3 2 1 1 34 19 56 
NM 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 6 5 83 
NV 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 100 
NY 13 8 17 8 16 13 5 2 3 1 54 32 59 
OH 13 11 13 8 9 4 2 1 4 2 41 26 63 
OK 11 4 3 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 19 9 47 
OR 4 3 3 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 12 6 50 
PA 7 3 19 8 11 7 2 1 2 1 41 20 49 
RI 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 4 100 
SD 4 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 80 
UT 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 2 7 5 71 
VT 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 33 
WA 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 2 1 1 16 12 75 
WI 10 8 7 6 3 3 1 1 1 1 22 19 86 
WV 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 3 1 1 10 10 100 
WY 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 1 33 
TOŒ 217 123 178 104 153 106 89 63 63 48 700 444 63 
MQ = Number of questionnaires mailed to districts listed by state. 
CQ = Returned completed questionnaires listed by state. 
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The state of Alaska did not return the one survey that was sent to 
them. Four states, Maine, North Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming, returned 
only one of three surveys. Nine states had districts return less than 50% 
of the surveys. 
Return rate by the districts' geographic region 
Table 3 indicates, for each geographic stratum, the total number of 
school districts which were surveyed as well as the number and percentage 
of the districts that returned their surveys. 
Table 3. District survey information by geographic region 
Districts 
Geographic Districts returning Percentage 
location surveyed surveys of return 
New England 50 33 66 .0% 
Mideast 139 81 58 .3% 
Southeast 87 54 62, .1% 
Great Lakes 165 110 66. 7% 
Great Plains 92 63 68. ,5% 
Southwest 38 21 55. ,3% 
Rocky Mountain 30 19 63. ,3% 
Far West 
_&3. 63. ,6% 
Totals 700 444 63. 4% 
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The greatest number of surveys were sent to the Great Lakes Region (165) 
and the Mideast Region (139). The least number of surveys were sent to the 
Rocky Mountain Region (30) and the Southwest Region (38). 
The higher rate of return, 68.5%, came from the Great Plains Region. 
Also having high rates of return were the Great Lakes Region (66.7%) and 
the New England Region (66.0%). The Southwest Region (55.3%) and the 
Mideast Region (58.3%) had the lowest rate of return. 
Treatment of the Data 
The information received from each of the fifty states was analyzed. 
That findings are explained in Chapter IV. School districts from within 
the states having mandated teacher evaluation systems were excluded from 
the follow-up survey; this was done because all school districts in those 
states were required to abide by the forms, guidelines, procedures and 
model required of their state's mandates. 
Each school district in the non-mandated sample was given a code 
which corresponded to the School Universe code. The code was applied to a 
response form (Appendix F) charted by this researcher. 
Data analysis 
The data gathered came from the 444 questionnaires returned as a 
result of the initial questionnaire transmittal on July 3, 1990, and the 
follow-up mailing made eight weeks later. The Common Core Public School 
Universe was accessed to provide information relative to district size, 
state, and geographic region information. The data received was recorded 
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on a spreadsheet program. A Macintosh SE computer was used along with the 
Microsoft Excel program. The Excel program allowed for the computer to 
chart, tally, duplicate information, and easily identify the state, 
geographic region, district size and model categories. Results, both from 
the state survey and district survey, were tallied and graphed. 
Comparisons, contrasts, and analysis of data were made. 
The survey information was used to determine the designation of the 
Teacher Evaluation Process Model. Each Teacher Evaluation Process Model 
was assigned procedures associated with that model. 
Inferential statistical procedures 
Statistical procedures were used to test the hypotheses. The data 
tested was nonparametric in nature because there were no assumptions made 
about the shape or variance of population scores. The data in the tables 
tested indicated frequency counts. The two data sets were made up of 
frequency counts in four columns and either five or eight rows. The data 
was discrete in nature because judgments were made categorizing district's 
evaluation procedures into one of four models. The procedures being 
considered are actually continuous variables that have been categorized. 
A Macintosh SE computer, utilizing the Stat World statistics program, 
was utilized to perform the statistical procedures on the data. Chi-square 
was used because it is a nonparametric statistical test that is used when 
the research data is in the form of frequency counts. The frequency counts 
for chi-square were determined to be able to handle the number of 
categories. 
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An essential part of a statistical test based on Chi Square is the 
comparison to the distribution. If independence fails, the whole structure 
of the analysis falls apart. Three considerations of the Chi Square, which 
this study's statistical data includes, are; 
• Separate observations are probabilistically independent. 
• All observations are identically distributed. 
• The number of observations is large. 
The .01 level of significance (p < .01) was selected and the 
appropriate degrees of freedom were determined for the specific comparisons 
to be made. Therefore, if the calculated test value exceeds the .01 table 
value for the established degrees of freedom, the null hypothesis is 
rejected. This is to say, one would accept the alternative hypothesis 
which concludes that (1) the models are dependent upon the district's size, 
and (2) the models are dependent upon the district's geographic location. 
Treatment of the subjects from responding states and districts 
The Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research of Iowa State 
University reviewed and approved this project. It was concluded that the 
rights and welfare of the human subjects were adequately protected, risks 
were outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the 
knowledge sought, confidentiality of data was assured, and informed consent 
was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
This investigation was conducted to determine teacher performance 
evaluation components, procedures and models in use across the United 
States. Data were gathered through the use of surveys from each of the 
fifty states and from selected school districts across the United States. 
In this chapter each of the research questions and research hypotheses 
presented in Chapter I will be restated and the results will be presented 
in table and/or graphic form. Instruments used in the data collection may 
be found in the appendices. 
The mailing of a survey to the person having knowledge of the state's 
teacher evaluation system took place on January 24, 1989. From an analysis 
of the data gathered from this state contact person, states mandating the 
teacher evaluation system were identified. The initial mailing to the 
randomly selected school districts in the non-mandated system states took 
place on July 3, 1990, with a second mailing to non-responding sample 
districts on August 31, 1990. A total of 700 districts were targeted for 
the national sample, 4 44 responded. Findings relating to the states and 
school districts are reported in this chapter. 
Teacher Evaluation Mandates by States 
Each of the fifty states was surveyed; the contact person from each 
state's department of education returned the survey along with information 
related to teacher evaluation in the state. The survey was designed to 
determine the evaluation system component and procedure mandates of the 50 
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states. The printed material relative to teacher evaluation received from 
the states varied in amount; some mandates were contained in a paragraph 
and others entailed many pages of detailed explanation. 
Evaluation system development, implementation and support 
components mandated by the states 
The state teacher evaluation components, as they related to system 
development, implementation and support, are shown in Table 4. Presented 
below is a summary of selected findings; 
• All fifty states mandate that teachers be evaluated. 
• State approval of the school district developed evaluation policy is 
mandated in twenty-two states. Fifteen states mandate school 
districts have teachers involved in the development of the evaluation 
system. 
• The frequency of tenured teachers• evaluations is mandated in thirty-
one states and thirty-five mandate the frequency of non-tenured 
teachers' evaluations. Evaluations range from two per year to one 
every five years. 
• Nineteen states mandate teachers not meeting state or district 
standards receive intensive assistance. 
• Specific rating criteria are mandated in twenty-nine states. 
• A mandated classroom observation data collection instrument is 
provided in twenty-one states. 
• Regarding evaluators being qualified, twenty-six states mandate 
training for evaluators, eighteen states established standards for 
evaluators, and fifteen states mandate that evaluators be certified. 
Table 4. Teacher evaluation system development, implementation and support components mandated by state 
M. ÂK AR AZ CA CO CI DE FL GA HA lA ID IL IN KS KY LA 
1. Teachers must be evaluated X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X îT" 
2. State mandates system X XXX 
3. District develops system XXXXXX X XXXXXXX 
4. Teacher involvement/development XXXXXX XX X 
5. State must approve district plan X X X X XX X X XXXX 
6. Evaluation per year—tenured 1 1 1 113 1|2 1 1 1|2 1 1|2 1|3 1|3 1|5 
7. Evaluation per year—non-tenured 31112112111 1 l 1 l 1 111212111211 
8. Teacher orientation to process XXX XXXX X XX 
9 -  I n t e n s i v e  a s s i s t a n c e  X X X X  X X  X  X  
10. Staff development XX X X 
11. Specific rating criteria X XX XXXXXX X XX 
12. Teacher has right to respond XXXX X XXX X XXX 
13. Position description X XXX 
14. Data collection instrument X XX XX XX X XX 
15. Self analysis X 
16. Evaluator training XXXXXXXXXX X X XX 
17. Evaluator standards XXXXX XXX X X XX 
18. Evaluator certified X XXXXXX XX 
. i 
Table 4. Continued 
MA MD ÏÏS MÏ ÏÔÎ 
1. Teachers must be evaluated X X X X X 
2. State mandates system 
3. District develops system XXX X 
4. Teacher involvement/development X 
5. State must approve district plan X 
6. Evaluation per year—tenured 112 
7. Evaluation per year-non-tenured 1 
8. Teacher orientation to process 
9. Intensive assistance 
10. Staff development 
11. Specific rating criteria 
12. Teacher has right to respond X 
13. Position description 
14. Data collection instrument 
15. Self analysis 
16. Evaluator training 
17. Evaluator standards 
18. Evaluator certified 
MO MS MT NC ND NE NH NJ NM NV NY OH OK 
X X X X X X X X X X X X X  
X 
X X X X X X X X X  
X 
113 2|1 1 211 
11 1 2|1 
X 
X 
X X 
XX X 
X X 
X 
X 
X X 
X 
1 
1 411 
X X 
X 
X X 
X 
1 
2 1 1  
X 
X 
00 
(D 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
Table 4. Continued 
OR PA RI se SD TN TX UT VA VT WA WI WV WÏ Total 
1- Teachers must be evaluated 
2- State mandates system 
3. District develops system 
x x x x x x x x x  
X XX X 
X X X  X  X  
4. Teacher involvement/development X 
5. State must approves district plan X 
6. Evaluation per year—tenured 1|2 1 
7. Evaluation per year—non tenured 1 211 
8. Teacher orientation to process 
9. Intensive assistance X 
10. Staff development 
11. Specific rating criteria X X 
12. Teacher has right to respond X 
13. Position description X 
14. Data collection instrument X 
15. Self analysis 
16. Evaluator training 
17. Evaluator standards 
18. Evaluator certified 
X 
X X 
11 1 2|1 1|2 
311 211 115 211 211 112 
X X X X X X 
X X X X X 
X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X X X  
113 1 2|1 
1  2 1 1  2 | 1  
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X X 
50 (100%) 
9 (18%) 
39 (78%) 
15 (30%) 
22 (44%) 
31 (62%) 
35 (70%) 
18 (36%) 
19 (38%) 
8 (16%) 
29 (58%) 
22 (44%) 
8 (16%) 
21 (42%) 
6 (12%) 
26 (52%) 
18 (36%) 
15 (30%) 
CO 
o 
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Evaluation procedures mandated by the states 
The review of the literature revealed ten key procedures related to 
the teacher evaluation process; each state's printed materials were 
examined to determine if the state mandates any or all of these ten teacher 
evaluation procedures. State mandates were also examined to determine if 
there were evaluation procedures in use but not found in the literature. 
Table 5 shows the key teacher evaluation procedure mandates for each 
of the fifty states. Evaluation procedures are not uniform across the 
United States. Below is a summary of the selected findings relating to 
teacher evaluation procedures across the 50 states: 
• The summative portion of the evaluation process has the highest 
percentage of mandates by the states. Having a summative conference 
(54%), including other data in the summative (56%), rating teacher 
performance (58%), and providing a written narrative as part of the 
summative report (64%) are the most frequently mandated procedures. 
• Selected evaluation procedures more formative in nature mandated by 
the states include pre-observâtion conferences (32%), multiple 
observations (21%), and formative conferences (52%) 
• Ten of the states (California, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, 
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, and Vermont) do not mandate 
the use of any evaluation procedures. 
• Seven states (Arkansas, Idaho, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, 
Wisconsin and Wyoming) mandate only one evaluation procedure. 
• There are a total of twenty-two states that mandate three or less 
teacher evaluation procedures. 
Table 5. Teacher evaluation procedures mandated by the states (N = 50) 
PROCEDURES / STATES AL AK AR AZ CA CO CI DE FL GA HA lA ID IL IN KS KY LA MA 
1. Pre-observation 
conferences 
2. Lesson plan review 
3. Multiple observations X/2 X/2 X 
per evaluation 
X/3 X/4 X/3 X X/3 
4. Unannounced observation X X X X 
5. Formative conference X X X X X  X X X X X  <0 
M 
6. Suitanative conference X X X X X X X X X X 
7. Include other 
summative data 
X X X  X X X  X X X X X X 
8. Growth goals X X X X X X X X X 
9. Performance rating X X X X X X X X X X 
10. Written narrative X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Table 5. Continued 
PROCEDURES / STATES 
1. Pre-observation 
conference 
2. Lesson plan review 
3. Multiple observations 
per evaluation 
4. Unannounced observation 
5. Formative conference 
6. Summative conference 
7. Include other 
summative data 
8. Growth goals 
9. Performance rating 
10. Written narrative 
MS MT NC ND NE NH NJ NM NV NY OH OK OR PA 
X X X X X 
X X/3 X/3 X X X 
X X X  
X X X X X 
X 
X X X X X X CO 
CO 
X X X X X X X  
X X X X X X X  
X X X X X  
Table 5. Continued 
PROCEDURES / STATES RI se SD TN TX UT VA VT WA WI WV WY 50 - Ail States 
1. Pre-observation 
conference 
2. Lesson plan review 
X X X X 
X X 
X 16 (32%) 
6 (12%) 
3. Multiple observations 
per evaluation 
4. Unannounced observation 
5. Formative conference 
6. Summative conference 
X/2 X/2 X/6 X/2 X/3 X/2 
X X X X 
X X X X 
21 (42%) 
13 (26%) 
26 (52%) 
27 (54%) 
(D 
7. Include other 
summative data 
8. Growth goals 
X X 
X X X X X X X  
28 (56%) 
25 (50%) 
9. Performance rating X X X X X X 29 (58%) 
10. Written narrative X X X X X X XX 32 (64%) 
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• Eighteen states mandate seven or more evaluation procedures for their 
school districts, 
• The state of Delaware mandates all ten evaluation procedures. 
• Bight states (Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Missouri, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas) mandate nine evaluation 
procedures. 
• Twenty-one states require more than one observation during the 
evaluation cycle. Fourteen of those twenty-one state the number of 
observations required. Six require two observations per evaluation 
and six require three observations per evaluation. 
• Twenty-six states require formative conferences following 
observations. 
Mandated Evaluation System States and 
Non-Mandated Evaluation System States 
The survey revealed that nine states have mandated evaluation systems 
and forty-one states have not mandated the evaluation system. The findings 
of two distinct groups are reported in this section of the study. They are 
(1) states having a mandated teacher evaluation system (mandated system 
states) and (2) states not having a mandated teacher evaluation system 
(non-mandated system states). 
States having a mandated teacher evaluation system 
Nine states (Alabama, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia) mandate the teacher 
evaluation system to be used in their state's school districts. The 
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evaluation system in these states provides the procedures used, includes 
the adopted process, thé standards and criteria, the forms and instruments 
used, and any other components of teacher performance evaluation. All have 
statements in their legislation or department of education policy which 
mandate the system school districts must follow when evaluating teachers; 
school districts in these states do not develop their own evaluation 
systems because they are required to abide by the mandates of the state. 
Seven of the nine states having mandated teacher evaluation systems 
are located in the same geographic region of the United States. The 
location of the mandated system states is shown in Figure 1. Delaware, 
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Tennessee, and Alabama 
are all located in the southeast region of the United States. Texas and 
Hawaii are mandated system states separated from this region. 
Forty-one states do not mandate the total teacher evaluation system 
that school districts must use. These forty-one states shall be referred 
to as the "non-mandated system states." 
9 7  
Figure 1. Map indicating the location of the nine states mandating the 
teacher evaluation system (mandated system states) 
Comparisons of the evaluation components of mandated system 
states and non-mandated system states 
Table 6 shows the evaluation system development, implementation and 
support components for all fifty states, for the nine mandated system 
states, and for the forty-one non-mandated system states. The nine 
mandated system states all mandate the frequency of evaluation for non-
tenured teachers, have established specific rating criteria, and provide 
the classroom observation data collection instrument. In the non-mandated 
states the frequency of evaluation is established by 63% of the states, 
specific rating criteria are set in 49%, and 29% have provided the 
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Table 6. Number and percent of teacher evaluation system development, 
implementation and support components mandated by all states, mandated 
system states and non-mandated system states 
Components All States Mandated Non Mandat 
N = 50 N = 9 N = 41 
1. Teachers must be evaluated 50 (100%) 9 (100%) 41 (100%) 
2. State mandates system 9 (18%) 9 (100%) 0 (0%) 
3. District develops system 39 (78%) 0 (0%) 39 (95%) 
4. Teachers involvement in 15 (30%) 0 (0%) 15 (37%) 
system development 
5. State must approve district 22 (44%) 0 (0%) 22 (54%) 
evaluation plan 
6. Evaluation per year for 31 (62%) 8 (89%) 23 (56%) 
tenured 
7. Evaluation per year for 35 (70%) 9 (100%) 26 (63%) 
non-tenured 
8. Teacher orientation to proc 18 (36%) 6 (67%) 12 (29%) 
9, Intensive assistance 19 (38%) 6 (67%) 13 (32%) 
10. Staff development 8 (16%) 3 (33%) 5 (12%) 
11. Specific rating criteria 29 (58%) 9 (100%) 20 (49%) 
12. Teacher has right to 22 (44%) 5 (56%) 17 (41%) 
respond 
13. Position description 8 (16%) 2 (22%) 6 (15%) 
14. Data collection 21 (42%) 9 (100%) 12 (29%) 
instrument 
15. Self analysis 6 (12%) 3 (33%) 3 (7%) 
16. Evaluator training 26 (52%) 6 (67%) 20 (49%) 
17. Evaluator standards 18 (36%) 5 (56%) 13 (32%) 
18. Evaluator certification 15 (30%) 6 (67%) 9 (22%) 
Mean percent 43% 59% 40% 
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classroom observation data collection instrument. Below is a summary of 
other selected comparisons of the evaluation components of the mandated and 
non-mandated system states: 
• Intensive assistance is required in 67% of the mandated system states 
and 32% of the non-mandated system states. 
• Staff development is required in 33% of the mandated system states 
and 12% of the non-mandated system states. 
• Training for evaluators is offered in 67% of the mandated system 
states and 4 9% of the non-mandated system states. 
• Evaluators are required to be certified in 67% of the mandated system 
states and 22% of the non-mandated system states. 
• Thirty-nine of the non-mandated system states require that the local 
district develop an evaluation process. 
• Twenty-two of the non-mandated system states require that the 
district's evaluation process be state approved. 
• The nine mandated system states have a mean percent of 59% for 
mandating the evaluation system components. This is significantly 
higher than the mean percent for all states (43%) and for the mean 
percent of the non-mandated system states (40%). 
Comparisons of the evaluation procedures of mandated system 
states and non-mandated system states 
Table 7 shows the number and percent of the key evaluation procedures 
required by all fifty states, for the nine states which mandate the 
evaluation system, and for the forty-one states which do not mandate the 
evaluation system. All nine mandated system states require multiple 
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Table 7. Number and percent of evaluation procedures mandated by all 
states, mandated system states, and non-mandated system states 
PROCEDURES / STATES All States 
N = 50 
Mandated 
N = 9 
Non-Mandated 
N = 41 
1. Pre-observation conference 16 (32%) 
2. Lesson plan review 
3. Multiple observations 
4. Unannounced observations 
5. Formative conference 
6. Summative conference 
7. Include other data 
8. Growth goals 
9. Performance rating 
10. Written narrative 
Mean percent 
6 (12%) 
21 (42%) 
13 (26%) 
26 (52%) 
27 (54%) 
28 (56%) 
25 (50%) 
29 (58%) 
32 (64%) 
45% 
8 (89%) 
6 (67%) 
9 (100%) 
7 (78%) 
9 (100%) 
9 (100%) 
6 (67%) 
9 (100%) 
9 (100%) 
8 (89%) 
89% 
8 (20%) 
0  ( 0 % )  
12 (29%) 
6 (15%) 
19 (46%) 
18 (44%) 
22 (54%) 
16 (39%) 
20 (49%) 
24 (59%) 
36% 
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classroom observations of teachers, formative conferences following 
observations, summative conferences, setting of growth goals, and rating of 
teacher performance. Eight of the nine states require pre-evaluation 
conferences and a written narrative as part of the summative report. 
Selected findings for the 41 non-mandated system states show than 
none require an analysis of lesson plans, nineteen require formative 
conferences following observations, sixteen require that the setting of 
goals be a part of the evaluation process, and twenty require that the 
teacher's performance be rated. 
The mandated system states have a mean percent of 89% for mandating 
the ten key evaluation procedures. This contrasts with the mean percent of 
45% for all states and 36% for the non-mandated system states. 
States not having a mandated teacher evaluation system 
Most of the non-mandated system states do mandate some evaluation 
procedures that the district must use. The forty-one non-mandated system 
states permit the school districts within the state to develop and 
implement their own evaluation systems, however the districts in these 
states are required to include the state's evaluation components and 
procedures into their evaluation systems because they are mandated by state 
legislation or regulation. The districts within these states are able to 
develop their evaluation policy relative to the procedures used, the 
adopted process, the standards and criteria, the forms and instruments, 
and/or other components of their teacher evaluation system. 
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Seven hundred school districts were randomly selected from the 
population of the forty-one states. Four hundred forty-four districts 
(63%) returned the surveys and provided information for the non-mandated 
system states. From district-to-district the non-mandated system states' 
districts differ in their evaluation systems; they are able to make 
decisions which are related to the instructional needs of their school 
district. 
Evaluation Components and Procedures of the 
School Districts in the Non-Mandated System States 
The survey sent to the school districts within the non-mandated 
system states asked twenty-two questions related to teacher performance 
evaluation system development, implementation and support components, and 
procedures which school districts use. The survey was directed to the 
superintendent of the 700 school districts. Although all states and all 
school districts require teachers to be evaluated, there are school 
districts that do not have a recorded process of evaluating teachers. The 
primary consideration was the responses of the school districts in regard 
to their evaluation components and procedures. 
The returned questionnaire and the district's printed information 
were analyzed; Appendix H shows the findings. The analysis of the 
information received from the 444 responding districts is shown in Table 8. 
A 'yes' response indicates that the school district includes the evaluation 
component or procedure in their policy. A 'no' response indicates that the 
component or procedure is not a part of the district's evaluation policy. 
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Table 8. Teacher evaluation system development, implementation and 
support components, and procedures number and percent by school 
districts from non-mandated system states 
Yes % Yes No % No 
1 Teachers must be evaluated 444 100% 0 0% 
2 Written procedures 392 89% 52 11% 
3 How often evaluated per year 390 88% 54 12% 
4 Teacher orientation to system 190 43% 254 57% 
5 Pre-observation conference 175 39% 269 61% 
6 Data gathering instrument 121 27% 323 73% 
7 Designate number of observations 280 63% 164 37% 
8 Formative conference 240 54% 204 46% 
9 Unannounced observation 252 57% 192 43% 
10 Self analysis 85 19% 359 81% 
11 Summative conference 356 80% 88 20% 
12 Include other summative data 350 79% 94 21% 
13 Rating of teacher performance 229 52% 215 48% 
14 Written narrative in summative 339 76% 105 24% 
15 Teacher provided right to respom 390 88% 54 12% 
16 Growth goals part of system 267 60% 177 40% 
17 Goals central focus 95 21% 349 79% 
18 Designate evaluator 401 90% 43 10% 
19 Staff development part of system 124 28% 320 72% 
20 Intensive assistance offered 238 54% 206 46% 
21 Student growth measurement 79 18% 365 82% 
22 Lesson plan review 133 30% 311 70% 
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The first three questions were designed to inquire about the requirement of 
teacher evaluation, the contractual provisions, and the frequency of 
evaluation. The next nineteen questions related to evaluation components 
or procedures. 
Of the 444 districts returning the survey, 392 districts formalized 
their evaluation systems in writing. Fifty-two districts did not formalize 
their evaluation system in writing. Even though fifty-two districts 
indicated they do not have a written policy, some did indicate that they 
have a teacher evaluation process in use/ they did answer most or all of 
the questions from the questionnaire. 
Selected findings related to the ten key teacher evaluation 
procedures are provided below: 
• Pre-observation conferences are included in 175 (39%) district's 
requirements. 
• Two hundred forty (54%) districts require formative conferences after 
scheduled observations. 
• Summative conferences are required in 356 (80%) of the districts. 
• Two hundred sixty-seven (60%) of the districts rec[uire teachers to 
set goals. 
More in depth analysis of the district procedures will be examined in 
respect to the state data, geographic location, district size, and 
evaluation model. 
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Relationship that Exists Between the 
State Evaluation Mandates and District Evaluation Policies 
One of the purposes of the study is to determine if teacher 
evaluation procedures mandated by the state are included in the evaluation 
policies of the state's school districts. Table 9, a summary of the data 
illustrated in Appendix K, shows the ten key evaluation procedures as 
mandated by the non-mandated system states and included in the state's 
school districts written policies. This table provides data for only those 
school districts that formalized their evaluation system in writing. 
Table 9. The districts' use of the ten key teacher evaluation procedures 
mandated by the state 
Required by Districts Included in Percent of 
Procedure # states in states district policy compliance 
Pre-observation conf. 8 61 59 97% 
Lesson plan analysis 0 0 0 0% 
Multiple observations 5 4 6  46 100% 
Unannounced observations 6 5 3  50 94% 
Formative conferences 17 122 117 96% 
Summative conferences 18 164 161 98% 
Include other data 21 195 188 96% 
Growth goals 17 158 156 99% 
Rating of performance 24 173 166 96% 
Written narrative 24 176 173 98% 
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School Districts' Evaluation System Components 
and Procedures As Related to Geographic Region 
The forty-one non-mandated system states are grouped into eight 
geographic regions as identified in Chapter III. Table 10 shows the 
evaluation system support components by geographic region. The frequencies 
reported in this table indicate the number of districts having that 
component in their policies. Three components, those dealing with the 
frequency of evaluation, number of observations before the summative 
conference, and the designation of the evaluator, rec[uired a response which 
gave an indication of how often or who; the responses to these questions 
will be analyzed later in this chapter. 
The percentage of the eight regions' school districts having written 
evaluation policies ranges from seventy-six in the Southwest region and 
seventy-eight in the Great Plains region to ninety-eight in the Southwest 
region and ninety-four in New England region. Presented below are findings 
about selected evaluation components of the geographic regions: 
• Orientation of teachers to the evaluation process occurs in 65% of 
the Southeast districts and 63% in the Rocky Mountain districts to 
only 28% in the Mideast, 33% in New England and 35% in the Great 
Lakes. 
• Requiring a data gathering form on which to record information during 
an observation ranges from 44% in the Southeast to 16% in the Rocky 
Mountains. 
• Self analysis on the part of the teacher ranges from 37% in the Rocky 
Mountain to 9% in the Mideast. 
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Table 10. Number and percent of evaluation system components by eight 
géographie regions 
N.Eng M.Ea So.Ba Gr.La Gr.Pl So.We R.Mtn FarWe Total 
# return survey 33 81 54 110 63 21 19 63 444 
1 Teachers must 33 81 54 110 63 21 19 63 444 
be evaluated 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
2 Written 31 69 53 100 49 16 17 57 392 
procedures 94% 84% 98% 91% 78% 76% 89% 90% 88% 
3 Frequency of 32 72 52 104 56 19 17 59 411 
evaluation 97% 89% 96% 95% 89% 90% 89% 94% 93% 
4 Teacher 11 23 35 38 31 10 12 30 190 
orientation 33% 28% 65% 35% 49% 48% 63% 48% 43% 
5 Data gathering 9 26 24 21 20 6 3 12 121 
instrument 27% 32% 44% 19% 32% 29% 16% 19% 27% 
6 Designate # 31 72 50 100 50 18 16 58 395 
of observation! 94% 89% 93% 91% 79% 86% 84% 92% 89% 
7 Self analysis 11 7 13 17 12 4 7 14 85 
33% 9% 24% 15% 19% 19% 37% 22% 19% 
8 Teacher right 29 70 50 97 51 18 16 59 390 
to respond 88% 86% 93% 88% 81% 86% 84% 94% 88% 
9 Goals central 12 13 11 22 14 7 3 13 95 
focus 36% 16% 20% 20% 22% 33% 16% 21% 21% 
10 Designate 31 73 51 102 52 18 17 59 403 
evaluator 94% 90% 94% 93% 83% 86% 89% 94% 91% 
11 Staff 14 22 16 22 22 7 1 20 124 
development 42% 27% 30% 20% 35% 33% 5% 32% 28% 
12 Intensive 20 34 32 57 33 11 10 41 238 
assistance 61% 42% 59% 52% 52% 52% 53% 65% 54% 
13 Student growth 10 21 5 9 9 4 1 20 79 
measured 30% 26% 9% 8% 14% 19% 5% 32% 18% 
Mean percent 64% 55% 64% 56% 56% 58% 56% 62% 58% 
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• Inclusion of student growth measurements ranges from 32% in the Far 
West to 5% in the Rocky Mountain. 
• The regions range from 81% to 94% in providing the teacher 
opportunity to respond to the summative report. 
• The New England and Southeast regions have the highest mean percent 
(64%) for school districts requiring evaluation components. The 
Mideast region has the lowest mean percent (55%). 
Table 11 shows the number and percentage of teacher evaluation 
procedures in use in school districts as categorized by geographic region. 
Presented below are selected findings from Table 11: 
• The requirement for pre-observation conferences ranges from 54% in 
the Southeast region to 25% in the Mideast region. 
• A rating of teacher performance is required in 69% of the Southeast 
region's districts and in 35% of the Far West region's districts. 
• A written narrative as part or all of the summative evaluation report 
is required in 97% of the Far West districts and 53% of the Great 
Plains districts. 
• Including performance improvement goal focused activities in the 
evaluation process ranges in use from 79% in the Rocky Mountain 
districts and 76% in the Southwest districts to 49% in the Great 
Lakes districts. 
• Inclusion of formative conferences for districts within the eight 
regions ranges from only 48% to 63%. 
• The eight regions requiring a summative conference ranges from only 
71% to 86%. 
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Table 11. Number and percent of procedures by geographic region 
N.Bng M.Ea So.Ea Gr.La Gr.Pl So.We R.Mtn FarW Total 
# returning survey 33 81 54 110 63 21 19 63 444 
1 Pre-observation 11 20 
conference 33% 25% 
29 43 24 
54% 39% 38% 
11 10 27 175 
52% 53% 43% 39% 
2 Lesson plan 13 25 
review 39% 31% 
19 23 18 
35% 21% 28% 
11 4 20 133 
52% 21% 32% 30% 
3 Multiple 24 4 6 
observations 73% 57% 
32 69 36 
59% 63% 57% 
10 10 46 273 
48% 53% 73% 61% 
4 Unannounced 20 38 
observation 61% 47% 
37 64 34 
69% 58% 54% 
10 13 35 251 
48% 68% 56% 57% 
5 Formative 16 44 
conferences 48% 54% 
34 55 34 
63% 50% 54% 
12 10 35 240 
57% 53% 56% 54% 
6 Summative 
conference 
25 64 46 90 47 
76% 79% 85% 82% 75% 
15 15 54 356 
71% 79% 86% 80% 
7 Include other 28 64 
summative data 85% 79% 
45 84 44 
83% 76% 70% 
18 16 51 350 
86% 84% 81% 78% 
8 Growth goal 23 42 38 54 41 
70% 52% 70% 49% 65% 
16 15 38 267 
76% 79% 60% 60% 
9 Performance 16 43 
rating 48% 53% 
37 55 31 
69% 50% 49% 
13 12 22 229 
62% 63% 35% 52% 
10 Written 
narrative 
26 63 32 91 43 
79% 78% 59% 84% 53% 
16 13 55 339 
76% 68% 97% 76% 
Mean percent 61% 56% 65% 57% 54% 63% 62% 62% 59% 
1 1 0  
• The Southeast region's school districts have the highest mean percent 
(65%) of school district required evaluation procedures; this is also 
the same region where seven of the nine mandated system states are 
located. 
• The Great Plains region has the lowest mean percent (54%) of school 
district required evaluation procedures. 
The school districts of the nine mandated system states were not included 
in the survey population. 
Table 12 shows the frequency of evaluation for the school district's 
teachers as categorized by the eight geographic regions. 
Table 12. Frequency of evaluation by geographic region 
Geographic Twice Every Every Every 
Region a year year 2 years 3 years Varies 
New England 1 (3%) 15 (45%) 5 (15%) 11 (33%) 1 (3%) 
Mideast 2 (2%) 56 (69%) 3 (4%) 10 (12%) 5 (6%) 
Southeast 1 (2%) 31 (57%) 2 (4%) 15 (28%) 4 (8%) 
Great Lakes 2 (2%) 32 (29%) 34 (31%) 28 (25%) 8 (7%) 
Great Plains 1 (2%) 21 (33%) 6 (10%) 22 (35%) 1 (2%) 
Southwest 0 (0%) 16 (76%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 2 (10%) 
Rocky Mountain 1 (5%) 4 (21%) 3 (16%) 8 (42%) 0 (0%) 
Far West 0 (0%) 18 (29%) 38 60%) 3 (5%) 0 (0%) 
TOTAL 8 193 92 97 21 
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Thirty-three districts did not respond to this question; four hundred 
eleven districts have a guideline stating how often a teacher should be 
evaluated. In almost half of the districts (47%) teachers are evaluated 
annually. There is a fairly even distribution (97 districts) between 
districts where teachers are evaluated every three years and those 
evaluated every other year (92 districts) . In the Southwest (76%) and 
Mideast (69%) over two thirds of the school districts require evaluation 
every year. The Great Lakes and Far West districts are most likely to use 
evaluation occur every other year; in excess of one/third of their 
districts favor this frequency of evaluation. The Great Lakes (28%) and 
Great Plains (22%) regions have the highest percentage of districts 
requiring evaluation once every three years. 
Table 13 shows, by geographic region, the number of observations 
required before the summative conference may occur. Not all districts have 
provided direction for the number of observations, thus this table reflects 
only those which include a required number of observations. The column to 
the far right, "Varies", indicates that the evaluator may decide how many 
observations are necessary to validly evaluate performance. What 
constitutes an observation varies as districts define it; it may be for an 
entire period or one/half hour or "until the core of the lesson" is taught. 
Districts in the New England region are most likely to utilize 
multiple observations; only nine percent of that region's districts require 
one observation. The lowest regions total for multiple observations 
belongs to the Southwest with 24% and the Great Lakes with 36%. Two 
hundred eighty districts establish a specific minimum number of 
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observations prior to the aummative conference; this does not include the 
113 districts' policies allowing for a variable number of observations. 
The most common requirement (121) is for two observations prior to the 
summative. One observation is required in ninety-three districts. 
Table 13. Frequency of observation per evaluation by geographic region 
Geographic One Two Three Four 
Region Observation Observation Observation Observation Varies 
New England 3 (9%) 7 (21%) 9 (27%) 2 (6%) 10 (30%) 
Mideast 22 (27%) 26 (32%) 7 (9%) 1 (1%) 16 (20%) 
Southeast 12 (22%) 18 (33%) 6 (11%) 1 (2%) 10 (19%) 
Great Lakes 22 (20%) 24 (22%) 11 (10%) 4 (4%) 37 (34%) 
Great Plains 14 (22%) 15 (24%) 9 (14%) 1 (2%) 14 (22%) 
Southwest 5 (24%) 3 (14%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 8 (38%) 
Rocky Mountain 5 (26%) 4 (21%) 2 (11%) 2 (11%) 3 (16%) 
Far West 10 (16%) 24 (38%) 6 (10%) 3 (5%) 15 (24%) 
TOTAL 93 121 52 14 113 
In almost all districts the principal is designated as the evaluator. 
This is true in 363 of 403 districts. In only three districts are peers 
designated as having the responsibility for evaluation. There are another 
thirty-seven districts where evaluation is a shared responsibility and can 
include the principal, peers, department heads, or central office 
personnel. Table 14 shows the findings as to who in the geographic region 
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is responsible for teacher evaluation. This data does not exclude others 
from being involved in the evaluation process, but does identify the person 
in the district primarily responsible for evaluating teachers. The 
districts of the Mideast (26%) and New England (23%) regions are the most 
liberal in delegating the responsibility to evaluators other than 
principals. 
Table 14. Responsibility for evaluation by geographic region 
Geographic 
Region principal Peers Combination 
New England 23 (77%) 0 (0%) 7 (23%) 
Mideast 53 (74%) 1 (1%) 18 (25%) 
Southeast 51 (98%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 
Great Lakes 96 (93%) 2 (2%) 5 (5%) 
Great Plains 49 (94%) 0 (0%) 3 (6%) 
Southwest 17 (94%) 0 (0%) 1 (6%) 
Rooky Mountain 15 (94%) 0 (0%) 1 (6%) 
Far West 59 (98%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 
TOTAL 363 (90%) 3 (1%) 37 (9%) 
If deficiencies in the teacher performance are noted, many evaluation 
policies addressed other staff members being involved in the evaluation of 
teachers or assisting the teacher with the correction of the deficiency. 
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School Districts' Evaluation System Components and 
Procedures As Related to District Size 
The number of classroom teachers within the district is used as the 
proxy for determining the size of the school district. All of the sixty-
three school districts having 2,000 or more teachers are included in the 
sanple. The remaining districts are grouped into size strata according to 
the number of classroom teachers in the district. The district size 
classifications by number of teachers are 20 to 119, 120 to 249, 250 to 
599, 600 to 1999, and 2000 or more. 
Table 15 shows the number and percentage of the system support 
components in use for each of the size classifications. The percentage 
having written policies range from 79% in the districts with 20-119 
teachers to 100% in the districts with 2000+ teachers. 
Below are selected findings dealing with the range of usage of the 
evaluation components by different sized school districts: 
• Teacher orientation to the evaluation process ranges from 62% in the 
districts with 600-1999 teachers to 34% in the districts with 20-119 
teachers. 
• Established criteria for performance rating range from 71% in the 
districts with 2000+ teachers to 41% in the districts with 20-119 
teachers. 
• Providing intensive assistance ranges from 65% in the districts with 
2000+ teachers to 44% in the districts with 120-249 teachers. 
• The use of a classroom observation data gathering instrument ranges 
from only 21% to 33%. 
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Table 15. Number and percent of teacher evaluation components by 
district size 
# of teachers 20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 2000 + TOTAL 
# returning survey 123 104 106 63 48 444 
1 Teachers must be 123 104 106 63 48 
evaluated 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
444 
100% 
2 Written 
procedures 
3 Frequency of 
evaluation 
97 
79% 
105 
85% 
90 
86% 
100 
96% 
96 
91% 
96 
91% 
61 
97% 
62 
98% 
48 
100% 
48 
100% 
392 
88% 
411 
93% 
4 Teacher 
orientation 
42 
34% 
41 
39% 
43 
41% 
39 
62% 
25 
52% 
190 
43% 
5 Data gathering 36 22 29 18 16 
instrument 30% 21% 27% 29% 33% 
121 
27% 
6 Number of 
observations 
98 
80% 
94 
90% 
98 
92% 
59 
94% 
46 
96% 
395 
89% 
7 Self analysis 15 
12% 
17 
16% 
23 
22% 
18 
29% 
12 
25% 
85 
19% 
8 Teacher right 
to respond 
98 
80% 
93 
89% 
98 
92% 
59 
94% 
42 
88% 
390 
8 8 %  
9 Goals central 
focus 
27 
22% 
21 
20% 
19 
18% 
19 
30% 
9 
19% 
95 
21% 
10 Who evaluates 103 
84% 
94 
90% 
100 
94% 
60 
95% 
46 
96% 
403 
91% 
11 Staff development 35 
29% 
26 
25% 
30 
28% 
21 
22% 
12 
25% 
124 
28% 
12 Intensive 
assistance 
60 
49% 
46 
44% 
62 
58% 
39 
62% 
31 
65% 
238 
54% 
13 Student growth 18 19 22 14 6 
measurement 15% 18% 21% 22% 13% 
79 
18% 
Mean percent 54% 57% 60% 64% 63% 58% 
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• Districts with 600-1999 teachers have the highest mean percent (64%) 
indicating their high inclusion of evaluation components in school 
districts' policies. The 20-119 teacher districts have the lowest 
mean percent (54%). 
f 
Table 16 shows the number and percent of the teacher evaluation 
procedures in use as categorized by the size of the district. Selected 
findings would include: 
• Pre-observation conferences use ranges from only 48% to 36%. 
• Lesson plan analysis use ranges from only 35% to 23%. 
• Formative conferences following observations use ranges from 70% in 
the 600-1999 teacher districts to 40% in the 20-119 teacher 
districts. 
• The use of improvement goal focused activities ranges from 79% in the 
600-1999 teacher districts to 54% in the 20—119 and 250-599 teacher 
districts. 
• Rating of teacher performance ranges from 71% in the 2000+ teacher 
districts to 41% in the 20-119 teacher districts. 
• The 600-1999 teacher districts have the highest mean percent (69%) of 
evaluation procedures in use. The 20-199 teacher districts have the 
lowest mean percent (53%) 
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Table 16. Number and percent of evaluation procedures by district size 
# of teachers 20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 2000 + TOTAL 
# returning survey 123 104 106 63 48 444 
1 Pre-observation 46 
conference 38% 
37 
36% 
42 
40% 
30 
48% 
20 
42% 
175 
39% 
2 Lesson plan 
review 
39 
32% 
27 
26% 
34 
33% 
22 
35% 
11 
23% 
133 
30% 
3 Multiple 
observations 
69 
56% 
63 
61% 
71 
67% 
42 
67% 
28 
58% 
273 
61% 
4 Unannounced 
observation 
61 
50% 
61 
59% 
55 
52% 
43 
68% 
31 
65% 
251 
57% 
5 Formative 
conferences 
55 
48% 
52 
50% 
61 
58% 
44 
70% 
28 
58% 
240 
54% 
6 Sununative 
conference 
87 
70% 
8 6  
83% 
89 
84% 
55 
87% 
39 
81% 
356 
80% 
7 Include other 85 
summative data 69% 
8 6  
83% 
85 
80% 
55 
87% 
39 
81% 
350 
79% 
8 Goal setting 66 
54% 
59 
57% 
57 
54% 
50 
79% 
35 
73% 
267 
60% 
9 Performance 
rating 
51 
41% 
48 
46% 
58 
55% 
38 
60% 
34 
71% 
229 
52% 
10 Written 
narrative 
85 
69% 
78 
75% 
85 
80% 
54 
8 6 %  
37 
77% 
339 
76% 
Mean percent 53% 57% 60% 69% 63% 59% 
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Table 17 shows the frequency of evaluation for the districts in 
relation to the size of the district. The numbers and percentages indicate 
annual frequency of evaluation. 
Table 17. Frequency of evaluation by district size 
District's # Twice Once a Every Every 
of teachers a year year 2 years 3 years Varies 
20 to 119 2 (2%) 53 (43%) 24 (20%) 16 (13%) 10 (8%) 
120 to 249 3 (3%) 46 (44%) 20 (19%) 24 (23%) 3 (3%) 
250 to 599 2 (2%) 45 (42%) 22 (21%) 30 (28%) 3 (3%) 
600 to 1999 1 (2%) 25 (40%) 17 (27%) 14 (22%) 4 (6%) 
2000 + 0 (0%) 24 (50%) 9 (19%) 13 (27%) 1 (2%) 
TOTAL 8 193 92 97 21 
Four hundred eleven districts providing this information. Of that total 
the most common (47%) frequency was for evaluation to occur annually. 
Evaluation policies indicating every other year (92 districts) and every 
third year (97 districts) are about equal in number, and each is about half 
as frequent as the every year total (193 districts). In the 2000+ teacher 
districts, 50% indicate they evaluate every year. The greatest contrast to 
the 2000+ teacher districts is the 20-119 teacher districts indicating 13% 
evaluate every three years. 
Table 18 relates to the number of observations required before the 
summative evaluation. There were 395 districts having this requirement in 
1 1 9  
their policies. The number of observations listed is the minimum number 
required by the district. 
Table 18. Frequency of observation per evaluation by district size 
Districts # One Two Three Four 
of teachers Observation Observation Observation Observation Varies 
20 to 119 25 (20%) 31 (25%) 11 (9%) 1 (1%) 34 (28%) 
120 to 249 21 (20%) 22 (21%) 14 (13%) 6 (6%) 28 (27%) 
250 to 599 23 (22%) 39 (37%) 8 (8%) 3 (3%) 27 (25%) 
600 to 1999 11 (17%) 21 (33%) 12 (19%) 2 (3%) 10 (16%) 
2000 + 13 (27%) 8 (17%) 7 (15%) 2 (4%) 16 (33%) 
TOTAL 93 121 52 14 115 
Two hundred eighty districts establish a specific number of observations 
before the summative portion of the evaluation. There are an additional 
115 districts allowing the evaluator the option of a variable number of 
observations. Forty-nine districts do not have this requirement in their 
evaluation policies. Thirty-seven percent of the 250-599 teacher districts 
use two observations before the summative; this is the highest percentage 
shown. 
The respondents deem the principal as the primary evaluator in 82% of 
the surveys. Table 19 shows the findings which identify the primary 
evaluator. 
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Table 19. Responsibility for evaluation by district size 
District's # teachers Principal Peers Combination 
20 to 119 94 (93%) 0 (0%) 7 (7%) 
120 to 249 85 (87%) 0 (0%) 13 (13%) 
250 to 599 88 (89%) 3 (0%) 8 (8%) 
600 to 1999 56 (93%) 0 (0%) 4 (7%) 
2000 + 40 (89%) 0 (0%) 5 (11%) 
TOTAL 363 (90%) 3 (1%) 37 (9%) 
The 120-249 teacher districts, with 13 instances, have the highest 
percentage of personnel (principal, department head, peers, central office) 
evaluating teachers. There are only three districts identifying peers as 
the primary evaluator, and all three come from districts of 250 to 599 
teachers. 
The Modela of Teacher Evaluation 
The five models of teacher evaluation, as identified by McGreal 
(1983), highly influenced this researcher. A major focus of this project 
was to determine if McGreal's models were those in use or if others were 
more commonly used. Also examined in this study was a model demonstrating 
an integrated approach combining characteristics of clinical, goal setting 
and personnel management. Below is a description of four models in use. 
The models are: 
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The Goal-Focused Model 
This model is characterized by an emphasis on an individualized 
approach to evaluation; the teacher and evaluator meet and confer to set 
and monitor goals. The assumption is that the clearer the teacher's idea 
of what is to be accomplished, the greater the chance for success by 
focusing on growth and improvement. This belief is basic to the 
development of the goal-focused model: supervisors should be actively 
involved in helping subordinates achieve goals and continually grow. 
Generally, no checklists or criteria are used in the Goal-Focused Model. 
Self evaluation is important with this model. 
The recommended process for the goal setting model includes the 
teacher conducting self-evaluation and identifying areas of improvement; 
the evaluator observing the teacher in order to identify areas of 
improvement; teacher and evaluator conferring to discuss the teacher's self 
evaluation, the evaluator presenting perceptions, and the developing of 
improvement objectives; teacher and evaluator conferring periodically to 
monitor progress toward the established goals; teacher and evaluator 
conferring near the end of the evaluation cycle to assess the extent to 
which the goals have been accomplished; and teacher and evaluator 
discussing future directions for improvement. 
In the categorization of the districts into the Goal-Focused Model, 
the procedures which this study defined as characteristics of this model 
are; 
• Setting and achieving goals is the central focus. 
• Formative observation/conference cycle. 
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• End of the year conference to determine progress toward goals. 
The Clinical Supervision Model 
This model is characterized by a close relationship between the 
teacher and the supervisor with the emphasis on collégial rather than 
authoritarian orientation. It takes its principal data from the classroom 
and is designed to improve the teacher's performance. The focus is 
expected to be on teacher motivation and improvement rather than on quality 
control; in this respect it is more of a supervisory process than an 
evaluation process. Clinical supervision recognizes the complexities 
involved by extracting issues from the teaching situation and relying on 
the teacher's analysis of issues to be studied. 
Beliefs of the Clinical Supervision Model include: 
(1) Teaching is a complex set of activities that require careful 
analysis; 
(2) Teachers are reasonably competent professionals who desire help if it 
is offered in a collégial rather than authoritarian way; 
(3) Supervision is a partnership in inquiry whereby the supervisor 
functions as one with more experience and insights or as one with a 
better vantage point in analyzing another's teaching rather than as 
an expert who determines correctness or who provides admonitions; 
(4) The purpose of clinical supervision is to assist teachers to modify 
existing patterns of teaching in ways in which the teacher desires, 
not necessarily the way the supervisor desires; 
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(5) The supervisor's job is to help the teacher select teaching goals to 
be improved, teaching issues to be illuminated, and to assist the 
teacher's progress toward goals; and 
(6) Ultimately, effective clinical supervision increases the teacher's 
desire for and skills of self-improvement (McGreal, 1983). 
The procedures identifying this study's Clinical Supervision Model 
include: 
• Pre-observation conferences. 
• Multiple observations of teaching. 
• Post-observation formative conferences. 
• No rating of performance. 
The Integrated Model 
This model delineates a formative evaluation phase, a surranative 
evaluation phase, and frequently, a goal-focused improvement phase. The 
Integrated Model has two variations: (1) One variation is a process for 
professional improvement which includes identifying performance 
expectations, documenting performance, conferencing about performance, 
developing plans to improve performance, and making personnel decisions 
based upon performance. It could be said that this variation includes 
components of the formative supervision and goal-focused activities, as 
well as procedures associated with the summative cycle. (2) The other 
variation of the Integrated Model has the same characteristics as the first 
variation, but does not include the goal-focused segment. This variation 
includes identifying performance expectations, documenting performance. 
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conferencing about performance, and making personnel decisions based upon 
performance. The formative evaluation phase and summative evaluation phase 
are elements of this variation. 
The evaluation procedures which delineate the Integrated Model 
include: 
• Multiple observations of teaching. 
• Post observation formative conferences. 
• Established criteria for rating or ranking comparisons. 
• A summative report. 
• A summative cycle. 
• Goal focused activities depending upon the variation. 
The Common Law Model 
This model is characterized by high supervisor—low teacher 
involvement, evaluation synonymous with observation, major emphasis on 
summative evaluation, existence of standardized criteria, and comparative 
judgments between people. Of all the models, the Common Law Model probably 
provides the most divided and negative images of teacher evaluation. 
The advantages of the Common Law Model are said to be that it can be 
used in situations of high teacher-supervisor ratios, requires very little 
training on the part of supervisors, and allows districts to meet 
accountability demands. Complaints about this model include that it 
reinforces the "watchdog" attitude, encourages minimal contact and 
involvement between supervisors and teachers, places heavy emphasis on 
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standardized criteria, and puts a heavy emphasis on administrative 
criteria. 
Procedures which characterize this model include: 
• Single or limited number of observations. 
• No formative observation/conferencing cycles. 
• Emphasis on the summative phase. 
• Emphasis on ranking or rating comparisons. 
• Little or no goal-focused activities. 
Teacher Evaluation Models in Use in School Districts 
Each district's procedures were analyzed and a judgment was made to 
determine into which of the four evaluation models the district's 
evaluation process fit. The judgment was based on the extent to which the 
district's procedures matched the identifying procedures of each model as 
earlier defined in this section. In some cases it was not a perfect match, 
but this typing represents the best match. 
One hundred twenty-seven school districts (29%) use the Common Law 
Model, the Clinical Supervision Model is in use in 65 districts (15%), the 
Goal-Focused Model in 94 districts (21%), the Integrated Model in 143 
districts (26%). Figure 2 shows the frequency and percentage of use of the 
teacher evaluation models. 
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Figure 2. Frequency and percent of the school district's use of the models 
of teacher evaluation 
Table 20 shows the number and percentage of the teacher evaluation 
procedures in use for each identified model. The Goal-Focused Model places 
an emphasis on identifying and working toward the achievement of 
instructional related goals; ninety-four of ninety-four Goal-Focused Model 
districts are requiring goal setting activities and multiple observations. 
High percentages were also recorded on this evaluation model for the number 
of districts requiring summative conferences (88%), including other 
summative data in the end of the year report (83%), and having a written 
narrative as part of the summative report. Lower usage is shown for pre-
observation conferences (47%) and unannounced observations (55%). The 
percent of inclusion of lesson plan analysis (67%) is higher than any other 
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Table 20. Best match evaluation model's number and percent of procedures 
Com Law Clinical Goal-Foc Integrate TOTAL 
Number returning survey 127 65 94 113 399 
1 Pre-observation 
conference 
30 
24% 
33 
51% 
44 
47% 
68  
60% 
175 
44% 
2 Lesson plan 
review 
18 
14% 
18 
28% 
63 
67% 
33 
29% 
132 
33% 
3 Multiple 
observations 
85 
67% 
65 
100% 
94 
100% 
113 
100% 
357 
89% 
4 Unannounced 
observation 
71 
56% 
45 
69% 
52 
55% 
83 
73% 
251 
63% 
5 Formative 
conference 
7 
6% 
65 
100% 
55 
59% 
113 
100% 
240 
60% 
6 Summative 
conferences 
127 
100% 
30 
46% 
83 
88% 
113 
100% 
353 
88% 
7 Include other 
summative data 
111 
87% 
50 
77% 
78 
83% 
110 
97% 
349 
87% 
8 Goal setting 40 
31% 
56 
86% 
94 
100% 
70 
62% 
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65% 
9 Performance 
rating 
70 
55% 
0 
0% 
57 
61% 
102 
90% 
229 
57% 
10 Written narrative 102 
80% 
58 
89% 
8 0  
85% 
97 
86% 
337 
84% 
Mean percent 52% 65% 75% 76% 70% 
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models' percentage. This model's mean percent, indicating evaluation 
procure inclusion, is seventy-five percent. 
The Clinical Supervision Model is in use in sixty-five districts. 
All sixty-five have a formative observation/conference secpaence included in 
their descriptive information. Eighty-six percent require goal setting 
activities to be a part of this evaluation model and eighty-nine percent 
require the evaluator to provide a written report to the teacher. Many 
times clinical supervision is not associated with an appraisal of the 
teacher; none of the models include a rating of the teacher's performance 
and the written report is most likely not evaluative in nature. Other 
components used less frequently include lesson plan review (28%) and 
summative conferences (46%). 
The Integrated Model is in use in 113 districts; seventy districts 
include goal setting and forty-three exclude goal setting. All include a 
multiple observation/formative conferencing sequence and summative 
conferences. Ninety-seven percent of the district using this model include 
other data in the summative phase. Also high in use are rating of 
performance (90%) and including a written narrative in the summative (86%). 
A procedure with lower use is lesson plan review (29%). This model, when 
contrasted to the other three, has the highest percentage of unannounced 
observations (73%) and including other summative data (97%). The 
Integrated Model has the highest mean percentage; it requires the highest 
percentage of the ten key procedures in its model. 
The previous three models all have an emphasis on assisting teachers 
with their improvement and growth. The Common Law Model is associated with 
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less emphasis on the improvement of teaching and a greater emphasis on 
personnel management. There were 127 districts identified as using this 
model. All include a summative conference in their guidelines. The 
inclusion of other data (87%) and a written narrative as part of the 
summative report (80%) are other components with high use. Low use is 
associated with formative conferences (6%) and lesson plan review (14%). 
The Common Law Model has the lowest mean percent (52%); it requires the 
lowest percent of the ten key procedures in its model. 
Table 21 displays the frequency of the evaluation occurring as 
related to the model. The Common Law Model, requiring less administrative 
time, has the teacher being evaluated every year in 55% of its districts. 
The Clinical Supervision occurs annually in 51% of its districts. In 54% 
of its cases, the Integrated Model's districts requires evaluation every 
two or three years and 50% of the Goal-Focused Model's districts require 
evaluation every two or three years. 
Table 21. Frequency of evaluation by model 
Twice Once a Every Every 
Model a year year 2 years 3 years Varies 
Common Law 2 (2%) 70 (55%) 26 (20%) 24 (19%) 5 (4%) 
Clinical 0 (0%) 33 (51%) 17 (26%) 11 (17%) 4 (6%) 
Goal Focused 5 (5%) 39 (41%) 22 (23%) 25 (27%) 3 (3%) 
Integrated 0 (0%) 44 (39%) 25 (22%) 36 (32%) 9 (8%) 
TOTAL 7 186 90 96 21 
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The characteristics of the Clinical Supervision and Integrated Models 
require formative observation/conferences to occur at least two times per 
cycle. The Common Law Model characteristics require only one observation, 
with a possibility of more; it does not contain a formative cycle. Table 
22 displays the numbers of observations required in each model's evaluation 
cycle. In 79% of its policies, the Common Law model requires one or a 
variable number of observations. In all situations the Clinical and 
Integrated Models require more than one observation. The information 
provided by this table shows interesting relationships of the models. 
Table 22. Number of observations per evaluation by model 
One Two Three Four 
Model Observation Observation Observation Observation Varies 
Common Law 58 (46%) 21 (17%) 5 (4%) 0 (0%) 25 (33%) 
Clinical 0 (0%) 30 (46%) 13 (20%) 5 (8%) 17 (26%) 
Goal Focused 33 (35%) 19 (20%) 10 (10%) 2 (2%) 26 (28%) 
Integrated 0 (0%) 46 (41%) 24 (21%) 7 (6%) 38 (34%) 
TOTAL 93 121 52 14 115 
Table 23 shows who has the responsibility for evaluation as 
categorized by evaluation model. The Goal-Focused (13%), Integrated (11%), 
and Clinical Supervision (10%) Models show about equal percentages of 
evaluator responsibility by personnel other than the principal. 
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Table 23. Responsibility for evaluation by model 
Model Principal Peers Combination 
Common Law 
Clinical 
Goal Focused 
Integrated 
TOTAL 
123 (97%) 
55 (85%) 
80 (85%) 
102 (90%) 
360 (91%) 
0  ( 0 % )  
0  ( 0 % )  
1 (1%) 
1 (1%) 
2 (1%) 
4 (3%) 
10 (15%) 
13 (14%) 
10 (9%) 
37 (9%) 
Teacher Evaluation Models by States 
Table 24 shows the evaluation models used in each of the fifty 
states. The districts returning survey materials and categorized as 
Unidentified are shown in this table. In forty-two out of forty-five 
cases, districts in the Unidentified category do not have a written teacher 
evaluation policy. Districts in the state of Minnesota returned fourteen 
surveys—six have no evaluation policy. Missouri (6 of 22) and Iowa (4 of 
12) are other states with a high percentage of returnees without evaluation 
policies. All districts returning surveys from Ohio and Wisconsin have 
evaluation policies. 
States with the highest percentage of districts in the Common Law 
category are Ohio (13 of 25 districts), New York (16 of 32), Florida (6 of 
16) and Pennsylvania (7 of 20) . The lowest percentages are found in 
Missouri (1 of 18), Iowa (1 of 12) and New Jersey (2 of 20). 
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Table 24. Number and percent of evaluation models by state 
Common Law Clinical Goal-Focus Integrated Unidentified Total 
Return % Return % Return % Return % Return % 
AK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
AZ 0 0 1 14 4 57 1 14 1 14 7 
AR 2 33 0 0 0 0 3 50 1 17 6 
CA 12 28 10 23 10 23 9 21 2 5 43 
CO 1 17 0 0 1 17 4 67 0 0 6 
CI 1 14 0 0 5 71 1 14 0 0 7 
DC 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 
FL 6 38 0 0 4 25 5 31 1 6 16 
ID 1 20 0 0 2 40 1 20 1 20 5 
IL 8 28 5 17 4 14 10 35 2 7 29 
IN 4 27 1 7 5 33 4 27 1 7 15 
lA 1 8 1 8 4 33 2 17 4 33 12 
KS 2 33 0 0 3 50 1 17 0 0 6 
KY 1 14 1 14 1 14 4 57 0 0 7 
LA 2 20 1 10 3 30 4 40 0 0 10 
MB 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
MD 1 11 2 22 3 33 3 33 0 0 9 
MA 4 25 5 31 4 25 2 13 1 6 16 
MI 7 32 3 14 4 18 2 91 6 27 22 
MN 3 21 1 7 0 0 4 29 6 43 14 
MS 1 20 0 0 1 20 3 60 0 0 5 
MO 1 6 1 6 2 11 12 67 2 11 18 
MT 1 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 50 2 
NE 0 0 1 13 4 50 2 25 1 13 8 
NV 1 50 1 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
NH 0 0 0 0 2 67 0 0 1 33 3 
NJ 2 10 5 25 6 30 5 25 1 5 20 
NM 1 20 2 40 1 20 1 20 0 0 5 
NY 16 50 6 19 2 6 4 13 4 13 32 
ND 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 
OH 13 52 5 20 4 16 4 16 0 0 25 
OK 4 44 1 11 2 22 1 11 1 11 9 
OR 2 33 1 17 2 33 0 0 1 17 6 
PA 7 35 2 10 1 5 6 30 4 20 20 
RI 2 50 0 0 1 25 1 25 0 0 4 
SD 2 50 1 25 0 0 1 25 0 0 4 
UT 1 20 0 0 0 0 3 60 1 20 5 
VT 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
WA 3 25 3 25 1 8 4 33 1 8 12 
WV 3 30 1 10 2 20 3 30 1 10 10 
WI 8 42 4 21 4 21 3 16 0 0 19 
WY 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Tot 127 65 94 113 45 444 
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Massachusetts districts are most likely to use the Clinical 
Supervision Model (5 of 16 districts) . Other states inclined to use the 
Clinical Supervision Model are New Jersey (5 of 20), Washington (3 of 12), 
and California (10 of 43). In Florida none of the sixteen districts use 
the Clinical Supervision Model. Other states in which districts are 
unlikely to use the Clinical Supervision Model are Minnesota (1 of 14), 
Iowa (1 of 12), Pennsylvania (2 of 20 and West Virginia (1 of 10). 
The Goal-Focused Model has the highest number of users in California 
(10); that state has 23% of its responding districts using this model. 
Other states with high use of the Goal-Focused Model are Iowa (4 of 12), 
New Jersey (6 of 20) and Louisiana (3 of 10) . The Goal-Focused Model is 
not used in the fourteen Minnesota districts. Only one of twenty districts 
in Pennsylvania, two of thirty-two in New York, and one of twelve in 
Washington use the Goal-Focused Model. 
The highest ratio of use of the Integrated Model is in Missouri (12 
of 16), Louisiana (4 of 10) and Illinois (10 of 29). Only four of twenty-
five Ohio districts, two of sixteen Massachusetts districts, two of twelve 
Iowa districts, and three of nineteen Wisconsin districts use the 
Integrated Model. 
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Teacher Evaluation Models by Geographic Region 
The evaluation models are categorized by geographic region. Table 25 
shows the evaluation models' count and percentage of use for the eight 
geographic regions. 
Table 25. Number and percent of evaluation models by geographic region 
Region Common Law Clinical Goal-Focus Integrated Total 
NEW ENGLAND 10 5 12 4 31 
Percent 32% 16% 39% 13% 
MIDEAST 25 16 13 18 72 
Percent 35% 22% 18% 25% 
SOUTHEAST 15 3 11 22 51 
Percent 29% 6% 22% 43% 
GREAT LAKES 40 17 21 23 101 
Percent 40% 17% 21% 23% 
GREAT PLAINS 9 5 14 22 50 
Percent 18% 10% 28% 44% 
SOUTHWEST 5 4 7 3 19 
Percent 26% 21% 37% 16% 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN 5 0 3 8 16 
Percent 31% 0% 19% 50% 
FAR WEST 18 15 13 13 59 
Percent 31% 25% 22% 22% 
TOTALS 127 65 94 113 399 
Percent 32% 16% 24% 28% 
The Great Lakes region has the highest percentage (40%) of Common Law Model 
users; the Far West region has the highest percentage (25%) of Clinical 
Supervision Model users; the New England region has the highest percentage 
of Goal-Focused Model users; and the Southeast has the highest percentage 
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(43%) of Integrated Model users. Conversely^ the lowest percentage (18%) 
of Common Law users is found in the Great Plains region; the lowest 
percentage (0%) of Clinical users is found in the Rocky Mountain region; 
the lowest percentage (18%) of Goal-Focused is found in the Mideast region; 
and the lowest percentage (13%) of Integrated is found in the New England 
region. 
This information is shown graphically in Figure 3. The bars 
^®P^6sent the four identified models of teacher evaluation; they are 
categorized by the geographic region of the school district. 
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Figure 3. Frequency of use of the models of teacher evaluation by 
geographic region of the school district 
Data were analyzed to determine whether the teacher evaluation models 
used in the districts are independent of the geographic region they are 
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located in. Using the Chi Square test, a determination was made to 
ascertain if the null hypothesis is true. The null hypotheses stated: 
Teacher evaluation models are independent of the district's geographic 
region. The contrast of this hypotheses could be stated: Teacher 
evaluation models are dependent upon the district's geographic region. 
Table 26 shows the statistical analysis of the Chi Square 
calculation. At 21 degrees of freedom and a level of significance of .01, 
the critical value of Chi Square is 38.93. As computed, the Chi Square 
value is 40.717. The statistical inference is that the null hypothesis is 
rejected; teacher evaluation models are dependent upon the geographic 
region. 
There are six individual cells displayed in the table which have a 
calculated value greater than three; these six contributed most to the 
rejection of the null hypothesis. Regions with a statistically significant 
evaluation model use lower than expected are the Great Plains region's use 
of the Common Law Model and the Southeast region's use of the Clinical 
Supervision Model. Regions with a statistically significant evaluation 
model use higher than expected are the Far West region's use of the 
Clinical Supervision Model, the New England region's use of the Goal-
Focused Model, the Southeast region's use of the Integrated Model, and the 
Great Plain region's use of the Integrated Model. 
The conclusion of this statistical analysis is that there is a 
relationship between the models of teacher evaluation and the geographic 
location of the school district. 
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Table 26. Chi Square analysis of the use of evaluation models by 
geographic region 
COMMON LAW CLINICAL GOAL-FOCUSED INTEGRATED TOTAL 
NEW ENGLAND 10 5 
Expected 9.9 5.1 
Value 0.005 0 
MIDEAST 25 16 
Expected 22.9 11.7 
Value 0.189 1.555 
SOUTHEAST 15 3 
Expected 16.2 8.3 
Value 0.094 3.392 
GREAT LAKES 40 17 
Expected 32.1 16.5 
Value 1.918 0.018 
GREAT PLAINS 9 5 
Expected 15.9 8.1 
Value 3.004 1.215 
SOUTHWEST 5 4 
Expected 6 3.1 
Value 0.181 0.264 
ROCKY MTN 5 0 
Expected 5.1 2.6 
Value 0.005 2.607 
FAR WEST 18 15 
Expected 18.8 9.6 
Value 0.032 3.021 
TOTAL 127 65 
12 4 31 
7.3 8.8 
3.02 2.602 
13 18 72 
17 20.4 
0.926 0.28 
11 22 51 
12 14.4 
0.086 3.953 
21 23 101 
23.8 28.6 
0.328 1.098 
14 22 50 
11.8 14.2 
0.419 4.34 
7 3 19 
4.5 5.4 
1.423 1.054 
3 8 16 
3.8 4.5 
0.157 2.655 
13 13 59 
13.9 16.7 
0.058 0.823 
94 113 399 
CHI SQUARE VALUE = 40.717 
CRITICAL VALUE = 38.93 
P < .01 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21 
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Teacher Evaluation Models by District Size 
The size of the district is determined by the number of teachers in 
the district. After the district's procedures had been matched with the 
evaluation models, the information was then sorted by the size of the 
school district. Table 27 shows the use and the percentage of use for each 
model as categorized by the five size classifications. 
Table 27. Number and percent of evaluation models by district size 
# of teachers Common Law Clinical Goal-Focus Integrated Total 
20 to 119 37 20 27 16 100 
Percent 37% 20% 27% 16% 
120 to 249 31 21 20 23 95 
Percent 33% 22% 21% 24% 
250 to 599 36 16 18 28 98 
Percent 37% 16% 19% 30% 
600 to 1999 8 6 19 27 60 
Percent 13% 10% 32% 45% 
2000 + 15 2 10 19 46 
Percent 33% 4% 22% 41% 
TOTALS 127 65 94 113 399 
Percent 32% 16% 24% 28% 
The 250 to 599 teacher districts have the highest percentage (36.7%) of 
Common Law Model users; the 120 to 249 teacher districts have the highest 
percentage (22.1%) of Clinical Supervision Model users; the 600 to 1999 
teacher districts have the highest percentage (31.7%) of Goal-Focuaed Model 
users; and the 2000 or more teacher districts have the highest percentage 
of Integrated Model users. Conversely, the 600 to 1999 teacher districts 
have the lowest percentage (13.3%) of Common Law Model users; the 2000+ 
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teacher districts have the lowest percentage (4.3%) of the Clinical 
Supervision Model users; the 250 to 599 teacher districts have the lowest 
percentage (18.9%) of the Goal-Focused Models users; and the 20 to 119 
teacher districts have the lowest percentage (16%) of the Integrated Model 
users. 
This information is shown graphically in Figure 4. The bars on the 
graph represent the number of districts within the size classifications 
that are using each model. 
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Figure 4. Frequency of the use of the models of teacher evaluation by 
number of teacher in the school district 
In an earlier study, Petrone (1990) had worked with the same sample 
population as has been identified in this study. A segment of Petrone's 
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study was directed to the analysis of which model of teacher evaluation the 
nation's school districts were using. Petrone's study of evaluation models 
had similarities to this study, yet was quite different in his method of 
categorizing the districts into a model. The two significant differences 
of his study, as compared with this study, are that he (1) defined the five 
models exactly as identified by McGreal (1983), and (2) asked the school 
district to make the judgment as to which model their evaluation process 
should be associated with. His findings indicated that 42% of the 
districts are using the Common Law Model, 38% are using the Clinical Model, 
and 18% are using the Goal Setting Model. Only one percent of the 
districts indicated they are using McGreal's Product or Artistic Models. 
In Petrone's study, as district's associated their evaluation system with 
McGreal's models, there is a higher percentage in the Common Law and 
Clinical Supervision Models than this study's findings reveal. 
Data were analyzed to determine whether the teacher evaluation models 
in use in the districts are independent of the size of the district. Using 
the Chi Square test, a determination was made to ascertain if the null 
hypothesis was true. The null hypothesis stated: Teacher evaluation 
models are independent of the school district's size. The contrast of this 
hypothesis could be stated: Teacher evaluation models are dependent upon 
the size of the school district. 
Table 28 displays the statistical analysis of the Chi Square 
calculation. At 12 degrees of freedom and a level of significance of .01, 
the critical value of Chi Square is 26.22. As computed the Chi Square 
value is 34.536. The statistical inference is that teacher evaluation 
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modela are dependent upon the size of the district. The computed 
significance level is less than .001; this dependence on district size is 
even greater than that reported for the geographic region computation. 
There are four individual cells in the table which are greater than 
four; these four cells contributed most to the rejection of the null 
hypothesis. A region with a statistically significant evaluation model use 
higher than expected is the 600-1999 teacher district's use of the 
Integrated Model. Regions with a statistically significant evaluation 
model use lower than expected are the 600-1999 teacher district's use of 
the Common Law Model, the 2000+ teacher district's use of the Clinical 
Supervision Model, and the 20-119 district's use of the Integrated Model. 
The conclusion of this statistical analysis is that there is a 
relationship between the models of teacher evaluation and the size of the 
school district. The sampling distribution and the theoretical 
distribution indicate that dependence fails, thus the whole structure of 
the analysis falls apart. 
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Table 28. Chi Square analysis of the use of teacher evaluation models by 
district size 
Model COMMON LAW CLINICAL GOAL-FOCUSED INTEGRATED TOTAL 
# of teachers 
20 TO 119 37 20 
Expected 31.8 16.3 
Value 0.84 0.845 
120 TO 249 31 21 
Expected 30.2 15.5 
Value 0.019 1.972 
250 TO 599 36 16 
Expected 31.2 16 
Value 0.741 0 
600 TO 1,999 8 6 
Expected 19.1 9.8 
Value 6.449 1.458 
2,000 OR MORE 15 2 
Expected 14.6 7.5 
Value 0.005 4.028 
TOTALS 127 65 
27 16 100 
23.6 28.3 
0.503 5.36 
20 23 95 
22.4 26,9 
0.253 0.567 
18 28 98 
23.1 27.8 
1.121 0.005 
19 27 60 
14.1 17 
1.674 5.894 
10 19 46 
10.8 13 
0.065 2,738 
94 113 399 
CHI SQUARE VALUE = 34,536 
CRITICAL VALUE = 38.93 
P < .001 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 12 
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Summary 
Below is a summary of the major findings contained in this chapter. 
They reflect the findings this researcher believes are of special 
importance to those interested in teacher evaluation. 
State mandated evaluation components and procedures 
The quantity of information in the printed materials received from 
the states varied; some mandates were contained in a paragraph and others 
entailed many pages of detailed instructions. All fifty states mandate 
that teachers be evaluated. Approximately two-thirds of the states mandate 
the frequency of the evaluation; the frequency of the evaluations range 
from two per year to one every five years. Specific criteria for rating 
teachers' performance are mandated in twenty-nine states. Fifteen states 
mandate that evaluators be certified, eighteen states have certification 
standards, and twenty-six states require that evaluators receive training. 
The accountability portion of the evaluation is the most frequently 
mandated; more than half of the states mandate summative conferences, 
performance rating, and inclusion of other data. Multiple observations and 
conferencing are mandated in approximately one-half of the states. 
Eighteen states mandate seven or more evaluation procedures, while twenty-
one states mandate three or less evaluation procedures. 
Mandated system states 
All nine mandated system states provide procedures to document 
performance, performance expectations, conferencing about performance, 
developing plans to improve performance, and making personnel decisions 
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based upon performance. They include specific research-based criteria and 
require constructive feedback for the staff member's professional growth, 
and they also expect the information collected to provide data for 
management decisions regarding personnel. The mandated evaluation process 
of these nine states includes the key procedures of the Integrated Model 
(multiple observations and conferencing, established rating criteria, a 
suramative cycle, and goal-focused activities). Seven of the nine mandated 
system states are located in the southeast portion of the United States. 
The mandated system states require more evaluation components and 
procedures than do other states. 
Non-mandated system states 
The non-mandated system states may mandate evaluation procedures that 
districts must include in their evaluation policies. Non-mandated system 
states utilize varying approaches to evaluate teachers; some mandate many 
components and procedures for the school districts to include in their 
evaluation policies and other include few or no components and procedures. 
Nine of the non-mandated system states mandate seven or more evaluation 
procedures and twenty-two mandate three or less procedures. Districts 
within these non-mandated system states are able to develop their 
evaluation policies relative to the procedures used, the adopted process, 
the standards and criteria, the forms and instruments, and/or other 
components of their evaluation systems. Of the forty-one non-mandated 
system states, twenty-one of them required that the district developed 
evaluation system be approved by the state. 
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District required evaluation components and procedures 
Evaluation system printed materials received from the school 
districts varied. Some districts go into great depth to explain their 
evaluation systems, other districts have no written policy. All districts 
require teachers to be evaluated. Summative conferences are required in 
eighty percent of the school districts and inclusion of other data is 
required in seventy-nine percent. Pre-observation conferences are required 
in thirty-nine percent of the districts, formative conferences are required 
in fifty-four percent, and goal-focused activities are required in sixty 
percent. In over ninety percent of the districts the principal is 
responsible for evaluation. Most of the state's districts appear to follow 
the state mandates; their evaluation policies contain the procedures 
mandated by their states. 
Teacher evaluation models 
Each district's evaluation procedures were analyzed and a judgment 
was made to determine into which of the four evaluation models the 
district's evaluation process fit. In some cases it was not a perfect 
match, but represents the best match. Sixty-five districts use the 
Clinical Supervision Model, ninety-four use the Goal-Focused Model, 127 use 
the Common Law Model, and 113 use the Integrated Model. The 
characteristics of the Clinical Supervision and Integrated Models require 
formative observation/conferences to occur at least two times per year and 
the Goal-Focused Model places an emphasis on identifying and working toward 
the achievement of instructional related goals; all three evaluation models 
have procedures designed to provide for teacher improvement and growth. 
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Geographic regions 
School districts in the Southeast region provide the most direction 
as to how the evaluation process is to take place; the Great Plain's 
districts provide the least direction. In the Southwest and Mideast over 
two-thirds of the districts require evaluation to occur every year; nearly 
sixty percent of the districts in the Great Lakes do not region require 
evaluation to occur annually. The Great Lakes region has the highest 
percent (40%) of districts using the Common Law Model, the Far West region 
has the highest percent (25%) of districts using the Clinical Supervision 
Model, the New England region has the highest percent (39%) of districts 
using the Goal-Focused Model, and the Rooky Mountain region has the highest 
percent (50%) of districts using the Integrated Model. 
District size 
Fifty percent of the districts with 2000+ teachers require evaluation 
to occur annually and over fifty percent of the districts with 250-599 
teachers and 600-1999 teachers require evaluation to occur less frequently 
than annually. The districts with 20-119 teachers and the 250-599 teachers 
have thirty-seven percent using the Common Law Model, twenty-two percent of 
the districts with 120-249 teachers use the Clinical Supervision Model, 
thirty-two percent of the districts with 600-1999 teachers use the Goal-
Focused Model, and forty-five percent of the districts with 600-1999 
teachers used the Integrated Model. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, 
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary of the Study 
This national study provides a status report of the teacher 
performance evaluation components, procedures and models in use. Each 
state's teacher performance evaluation mandates are identified. Nine of 
the fifty states have a mandated teacher evaluation system. From the 
forty-one states not having a mandated evaluation system, seven hundred 
school districts were identified and surveyed. The survey requested 
information about such procedures as: (1) orientation to the system, (2) 
pre-observation conference, (3) scheduled observations, (4) unannounced 
observations, (5) informal observations, (6) formative conferences, (7) 
summative conferences, (8) growth and improvement goal setting focus, (9) 
intensive assistance, (10) observation instrument usage, (11) rating 
instrument usage, (12) written narrative usage, and (13) inclusion of other 
relevant data. A total of 444 districts (63%) responded to the survey. 
This chapter includes a report on the five research questions and the 
conclusions drawn about those questions. This is followed by a discussion 
centering on recommendations for practice and further study. 
Conclusions 
Of the five research questions, the last two are treated 
statistically with the findings reported in Chapter IV. In the same 
chapter, descriptive data served to answer the other three research 
questions. No interpretations are provided in Chapter IV; however, further 
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analyses are drawn from these results and are presented. The first three 
questions are answered by analyzing frequencies. The final two questions 
are answered with conclusions obtained from the statistical treatment. 
Research Question One: 
What are the teacher performance evaluation system support components and 
procedures mandated by the fifty states? 
All fifty states mandate that teachers be evaluated. Approximately 
two-thirds of the states mandate the frequency of evaluation. Specific 
criteria for rating teachers' performances are mandated in twenty-nine 
states. Approximately one-third of the states mandate regulations 
regarding the training and certification of evaluators. The summative 
procedures are more frequently mandated than are the formative procedures. 
The states are not uniform in the teacher evaluation system support 
components or procedures mandated. The extreme of the state mandates range 
from those having many precisely defined requirements to those which simply 
state that teachers must be evaluated and provide no mandated evaluation 
procedures. Upon examination of the state information, it is obvious that 
the states have varying approaches to provide input to the manner by which 
teachers are to be evaluated. 
(1) Nine states mandate the total evaluation system; these nine 
states make the determination as to how the evaluation process is to take 
place in the school districts within their state. All nine of these 
states' evaluation systems combine the elements of multiple classroom 
observations of teachers, specific data collection instruments, formative 
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conferences following observations, specific criteria for rating teachers, 
summative conferences, and goal-focused activities. The analyses of the 
mandates of these nine states show that all have a procedure to document 
performance, performance expectations, conferencing about performance, 
developing plans to improve performance, and making personnel decisions 
based upon performance. The nine mandated system states make up eighteen 
percent of the fifty states. 
Of the nine states which mandate the teacher evaluation system, seven 
are located in the Southeast; only Texas and Hawaii are not included in the 
Southeast region. Other states in the Southeast region, particularly 
Arkansas and Kentucky, have a high number of state mandated evaluation 
procedures. 
(2) Forty-one states provide their school districts with the 
opportunity to develop their teacher evaluation policies; there are a 
variety and differing number of procedures which these forty-one states 
mandate the school district must include in their evaluation policies. 
Thirty-one states determine the frequency of evaluation, thirty-five states 
have mandates as to how many observations should occur per evaluation, 
thirty-two require a summative evaluation report, twenty-nine provide 
specific criteria for rating of performance, and twenty-five rec[uire goal-
focused activities. Twenty-two states have three or less mandated teacher 
evaluation procedures; nine states mandate seven or more evaluation 
procedures. 
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Research Question Two: 
What types of teacher performance evaluation components and procedures are 
in use in the non-mandated system states' school districts? 
There is considerable variance in the evaluation system components 
and procedures included in school district policies. All 444 school 
districts require that teachers be evaluated; 392 have written evaluation 
policies. The most frequently required evaluation procedures are related 
to the summative portion of the process; summative conferences, written 
narratives as part of the summative report, and inclusion of other data as 
part of the summative analysis are required in approximately 80% of the 
districts' policies. Nearly all of the districts have the state mandated 
procedure recorded in their district's evaluation policy. 
There are differences from state to state, from small to large sized 
districts, and from geographic region to geographic region. An analysis of 
the geographic regions shows the school districts in the Southeast region 
provide the most direction to the evaluation process; the Great Plains 
districts provide the least direction. School districts with 600 to 1999 
teachers provide the most direction as to how teachers are to be evaluated; 
districts with 20 to 119 teachers provide the least direction. 
Research Question Three: 
What teacher evaluation models are in use? 
Four teacher evaluation models are identified to answer this research 
question; the models are the Common Law Model, the Goal-Focused Model, the 
Clinical Supervision Model, and the Integrated Model. 
The definitions of the teacher evaluation models used in this 
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study include specific characteristics; this was done so each school 
district's evaluation procedures could be analyzed and a judgment made to 
match the district's process to the most appropriate evaluation model. Of 
the 444 returned survey questionnaires, forty-five could not be 
categorized; most of those districts do not have a written evaluation 
process. One hundred twenty-seven (29%) school districts use the Common 
Law Model, sixty-five (15%) districts use the Clinical Supervision Model, 
ninety-four (21%) use the Goal-Focused Model, and 113 (26%) use the 
Integrated Model. 
Three of these four evaluation models (Clinical, Goal-Focused and 
Integrated) include provisions designed to assist teachers in their 
formative growth and development. These three models are used by 272 of 
the 399 districts (68%). 
Research Question Four: 
Is the geographic location of the school district related to the teacher 
evaluation model in use? 
Geographic location makes a difference. The models of evaluation 
were not spread evenly among the geographic regions of the districts in the 
population under study. The Great Lakes region has the highest percentage 
of districts using the Common Law Model (40%), the New England districts 
have the highest percentage of usage of the Goal-Focused Model (39%), the 
Rocky Mountains districts were most likely to use the Integrated Model 
(50%), and the Far West region's districts use the Clinical Supervision 
Model (25%) more than other regions. 
1 5 2  
Research Question Five: 
Is the size of the school district related to the teacher evaluation model 
in use? 
Size of the school district does make a difference. The 600 to 1999 
teacher districts use the Common Law Model in only eight of sixty 
districts, but use the Integrated Model in twenty-seven cases. The 2000 or 
more teacher districts have only two districts using the Clinical 
Supervision Model. The Integrated Model is in use in only sixteen of one 
hundred districts having 20 to 199 teachers. 
Discussion 
The results of this study strongly support the need for continued 
development of the systems by which teachers are evaluated. The ultimate 
goal of education should be to provide the best educational experience for 
all students; each process implemented in a school district should 
contribute to that goal. For an evaluation system to contribute to that 
goal, its primary purpose must include the components and procedures needed 
to promote the system's goals. Below are some considerations for those who 
would improve evaluation systems. 
(1) States utilize varying approaches to influence the process by 
which teachers are to be evaluated. Some states take an active role in 
determining the system by which teachers are to be evaluated, others 
provide procedures to be followed in the evaluation of teachers, while 
still other states include no required evaluation procedures in their 
mandates. Controversy surrounds the involvement of state legislative 
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bodies in mandating teacher evaluation components or procedures. Perhaps 
policymakers mandate teacher evaluation components and procedures in an 
effort to improve the student learning outcomes. States should develop 
mechanisms to help school districts carry out their educational mission, 
but local school districts need to determine the evaluation procedures and 
model most appropriate for their district and how those procedures and 
model are designed. 
(2) Generally states mandate a higher percentage of summative 
evaluation procedures than formative evaluation procedures. One might 
conclude that personnel decisions based on teacher assessment are more 
important to those states than are procedures designed to provide growth 
and improvement. It appears that there is much work to be done in this 
area. Perhaps key legislators need to become knowledgeable of current 
research on the effectiveness of the evaluation process' formative growth 
procedures. 
(3) All nine mandated evaluation system states include procedures 
to document performance, communicate performance expectations, conference 
about performance, develop plans to improve performance, and to make 
personnel decisions based upon performance. The mandated evaluation system 
of these nine states includes the procedures of the Integrated Model. 
Seven of the nine mandated system states are located in the same geographic 
region of the United States. Two other states in that region, Kentucky and 
Mississippi, mandate many evaluation components and procedures. These 
states have low student achievement. It appears that this concern about 
student learning outcomes results in these states mandating greater control 
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over the evaluation process. 
(4) Although all states and school districts require teachers to be 
evaluated, forty-five out of 444 responding school districts do not have a 
written teacher evaluation policy. It is difficult to understand, with the 
responsibilities of personnel management, meeting state standards, and 
providing quality education for students, why school districts do not have 
written teacher evaluation policies. In today's school districts, there is 
a need for a written policy listing the components, procedures and process 
of teacher evaluation. This should be remedied. 
(5) The process of evaluating teacher can be categorized into four 
distinct models (Common Law, Clinical Supervision, Goal-Focused and 
Integrated). McGreal contends that the Common Law Model is the most 
commonly used. This study revealed a considerably lower percentage of 
Common Law Model districts than McGreal's 1983 book noted and a higher 
percentage of Goal-Focused and Clinical Supervision Models. Perhaps there 
is a movement toward teacher evaluation serving to assist teachers in their 
professional growth and development. 
<6) Clearly there has been a trend in recent years not only to 
require teacher evaluation, but to require specific evaluation procedures. 
There has been a change in emphasis from the traditional "summative-
judgmental evaluation for employment decision-making" to a "formative-
developmental emphasis on personnel growth." Perhaps the emphasis given 
nationally to learning outcomes and international economic competition will 
assist in the movement away from assessment for personnel decisions and a 
movement toward an evaluation process promoting formative growth and 
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improved instruction. Possibly the Integrated Model, combining elements of 
goal-focused activities, formative development, summative procedures and 
the opportunity for personnel management, is the model of the future. 
(7) Teacher evaluation models are linked to the geographic region 
in which the school district is located. The Great Lakes region has the 
highest percentage (40%) of districts using the Common Law model, the Far 
West region has the highest percentage (25%) of districts using the 
Clinical Supervision Model, the New England region has the highest 
percentage (39%) of districts using the Goal-Focused Model, and the Rocky 
Mountain region has the highest percentage (50%) of districts using the 
Integrated Model. The answer as to why the geographic regions differ is 
speculative. It seems likely that there is a ripple effect from the 
region's key educational authorities. It may be a function of the 
educational philosophy of the region. 
(8) The size of the school district appears to make a difference in 
the teacher evaluation model in use. Twenty-two percent of the smaller 
districts use the Clinical Supervision Model, thirty-two percent of the 
mid-sized teacher districts use the Goal-Focused Model, and forty-five 
percent of the larger teacher districts use the Integrated Model. The 
answer as to why the different sized school districts differ is 
speculative. It could be influenced by financial considerations, it could 
relate to the evaluatee/evaluator ratio, it could be functionally related 
to size, or it could have other determining factors. 
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Recommendations for Practice 
The results of this study point to several suggestions for the 
evaluation of teacher performance. 
1. The evaluation process should challenge teachers to continually 
improve and be designed to assist teachers to be successful as they perform 
their responsibilities. 
2. The process of teacher evaluation should link the evaluation 
procedures to the goals of the system. 
3. Districts should identify the evaluation procedures they wish 
to utilize in their teacher evaluation process. 
4. Districts should identify the type of evaluation model they 
wish to utilize in their teacher evaluation system. 
5. Teacher evaluation should be carried out by knowledgeable and 
trained evaluators and evaluators should receive a sufficient amount of 
quality training in the teacher evaluation process to assure them knowledge 
of evaluation components and procedures. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
This study is the first of what should be many studies concerning the 
components, procedures and models of teacher evaluation. Further research 
should consider the following: 
1. Research should examine procedures actually being in teacher 
evaluation and compare to written policies. 
2. Research should be conducted which would precisely study the 
relationship between evaluation procedures and teacher performance. 
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3. Research should be conducted which would precisely study the 
relationship between evaluation models and teacher performance. 
4. Because teacher evaluation is receiving such national attention 
and emphasis, in a few years research should replicate this study to 
determine if the ratio of the teacher evaluation components, procedures or 
models have varied significantly. Another researcher might also choose the 
sizes or regions of districts differently for data analysis. Additionally, 
a sample that is stratified to assure even distribution of size and 
location of the district could enhance the results. 
1 5 8  
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Abrami, P. C. (1985). "Dimensions of effective college instruction." 
Review of Higher Education. 8, 211-228. 
Allen, T. (1986). Identifying behaviors pf the master teacher. Ames: 
Iowa State University. 
Andrews, H. A., & Knight, J. H. (1987). "Administrative evaluation of 
teachers: resistance and rationale." NASSP Bulletin. 71, 503: 1-4. 
Andrews, R. L. (1987). The Ecology of School Renewal. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 
Arreola, R.A. (1986). "Evaluating the dimensions of teaching." 
Instructional Evaluation. 8 (2): 4-12. 
Ashbaugh, C. R., & Hasten, K. L. (1987). "Should teachers be involved in 
teacher appraisal?" NASSP Bulletin. 71, 503: 50-53. 
Baker, L. L. (1971) . Listening Behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall Press. 
Barone, F. J. (1987) . "Merit pay - a formula to make it work in 
education." NASSP Bulletin. 71, 503: 44-49. 
Barr, A. S., Bechdolt, B. V., Coxe, W. W., Gage, N. L., Orleans, J. S., 
Renmers, H. H., & Ryans, D. G. (1952). "The committee report on the 
criteria of teacher effectiveness." Review of Educational Research. 
22: 238-263. 
Barr, A. S., & Emans, L. M. (1930). "What qualities are prerequisite to 
success in teaching?" Nation's Schools. 6 60-64 
Bennett, W. J. (1986). First Lessons. A report by the United States 
Secretary of Education. Washington, D.C.: United States Printing 
Office. 
Blome, A. C. (1987). "Developing a teacher evaluation process." NASSP 
Bulletin. 71, 503: 36-43. 
Borman, W. (1977). "Consistency of rating accuracy and rating errors in 
the judgment of human performance." Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance. 20: 238-252. 
Boyer, E. L. (1986) . "Principals - the key people in strengthening, 
improving the teaching profession." NASSP Bulletin. 70, 490: 2 6-32. 
Brandt, R. (1987) . "On teacher evaluation; a conversation with Tom 
McGreal." Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 20-24. 
1 5 9  
Burke, P., & Lind, K. G. (1987). "Performance assessment techniques for 
teacher career ladder advancement." NASSP Bulletin. 71, 503; 27-35. 
Buser, R. L. & Pace, V. D. (1988). "Personnel evaluation: premises, 
realities, and constraints." NASSP Bulletin. 72, 512: 84-87. 
Buttram, J. L., & Wilson, B. L. (1987). "Promising trends in teacher 
evaluation." Edunahional Leadership. 44, 7: 4-6. 
Caldwell, M. (1986). Status report on the Virginia Beginning Teacher 
Assistance Program. Charlottesville: University of Virginia. 
Capie, W., Anderson, S. J., Johnson, C. E., & Ellett, C.D. (1979). 
Teacher Performance Assessment Instruments : & Handbook f Qr 
Interpretation. Atlanta; Georgia State Department of Education. 
Centra, J. A. (1979). Determining Fannlty Effectiveness. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
Christen, W. L., & Murphy, T. J. (1987). "Inservice training and peer 
evaluation; an integrated program for faculty development." NASSP 
Bulletin. 71, 503; 10-18. 
cogen, M. L. (1973). Clinical Supervision. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 
Conley, D. T. (1987). "Critical attributes of effective evaluation 
systems." Educational Leadership. 44, 7; 60-64. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (1988). "The futures of teaching." Educational 
Leadership. 46, 3: 4-10. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (1986). "A proposal for evaluation in the teaching 
profession." Elementary School Journal. 86, 531-551. 
Darling-Hammond, L., Wise, A., & Pease, S. (1983). "Teacher evaluation in 
the organizational context; a review of the literature." Rftviftw of 
Educational Research. 53; 285-328. 
Delaware Performance Appraisal System. (1986). Dover; Delaware Department 
of Public Instruction. 
Demmon-Berger, D. (1986). "Effective teaching; observations from research." 
American Association of School Administrators. 
DePasquale, D. Jr. (1990). "Evaluating tenured teachers: a practical 
approach." NASSP Bulletin. 74 (257):19-24. 
Domains ;—Knowledge Base of thm Florida Performance Measurement System. 
(1983). Chipley: Panhandle Area Educational Cooperative. 
1 6 0  
DuFour, R. P. (1986). "Must principals chooae between teacher morale and 
an effective school." NASSP Bulletin. 70, 490: 33-37. 
Duke, D., & Stiggins, R. (1986). Teacher Evaluation: Five Year to Growth. 
Washington, D.C.: National Education Association. 
Bdelfeldt, R. (1975). Inaervice Teacher Education. Washington, DC: ERIC 
Clearinghouse on Teacher Education. 
Edmonds, R. (1979). "Effective schools for the urban poor." Educational 
Leadership. 37, 6: 5-13. 
Edmonds, R. (1982). "Programs of school improvement: an overview." 
Educational Leadership. 40, 10: 4-11. 
Educational Research Service. (1988). Teacher Evaluation: Practices and 
Pronednrea. Arlington: Educational Research Services. 
Edwards, S. L. (1985). Development and Analyaia of a Structured Data-
Capturing Technique (SDCT) for Claasroom Observation. Ames: Iowa 
State University. 
English, F. W. & Steffy, B. E. (1982) . "Curriculum as a strategic 
management tool." Educational Leadership.39, 2: 11-13. 
English, F. W. & Steffy, B. E. (1983) . "Differentiating between design 
and delivery problems in achieving quality control in school 
curriculum management" Educational Technology. Feb. 18-21. 
Finn, C. E. (1986). What Worka. A report from the United States Assistant 
Secretary of Education to the Secretary of Education. Washington, 
DC.: United States Printing Service. 
Fontana, L., & Ochoa, A. (1985). "What are the issues for teacher 
training." NASSP Bulletin. 69, 480: 15-20. 
Freer, M. L. (1987). "Clinical supervision: training that works." NASSP 
Bulletin. 71, 503: 12-17. 
French, R.L., Malo, G.E., & Rakow, E. A. (1988). "What we have learned 
from Tennessee's career ladder experience." Educational Leadership. 
46, 3: 70-73. 
Frick, T., & Seramel, M. (1978). "Observer agreement and reliabilities of 
classroom observational measures." Review of Educational Research. 
48, 1: 157-184. 
Furtwengler, C. (1987). "Lessons from Tennessee's career ladder program." 
Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 66-69. 
1 6 1  
Gage, N. L. (1963). "Paradigms for research on teaching." In Handbook 
for Research on Teaching. Chicago: Rand McNally. 
Garten, T. S Valentine, J.. (1989). "Strategies for faculty involvement in 
effective schools." NASSP Bulletin. 73, 515: 1-6. 
George, P. S. (1987). "Performance management in education." Educational 
Leadership. 44, 7: 32-39. 
Glatthorn, A. A. (1984). nifferantiated Supervision. Alexandria: ASCD. 
Glatthorn, A, & Holler, R. (1987). "Differentiated teacher evaluation." 
Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 56-58. 
Glickman, C. D. (1981) . Developmental Supervision. Alexandria: ASCD. 
Goldhammer, A. (1969). Clinical Supervision. New York; Holt, Rhinehart, 
and Winston. 
Goodlad, J. (1984) . A Plane Called School: Prospects for the Future. 
New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Harris, B. M. (1987). "Resolving old dilemmas in diagnostic evaluation." 
Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 46-49. 
Hawley, R. C. (1982). Assessing teacher performance. Amherst, MA: 
Education Research Associates. 
Herman, J. J. & Stephens, G. M. (1989) . "The four keys necessary for 
instructional leadership." NASSP Bulletin. 73, 515: 55-59. 
Hermann, B. A. (1987) . "Effective teacher evaluation: a quantitative and 
qualitative process." NASSP Bulletin. 71, 503: 23-30, 
Hogue, J. (1987). "Focus on communication strengths. "NASSP Bulletin. 71, 
503: 56-60. 
Holdzkom, D. (1987). "Appraising teacher performance in North Carolina." 
Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 40-44. 
Huddle, G. (1985) . "Teacher evaluation - how important for effective 
schools? Eight messages from research." NASSP Bulletin. 69, 479: 
58-63. 
Hughes, C., Lease, S., Kiser, C., & Butchee, J. (1987). Relating Teacher 
Evaluation to School Effectiveness Research. ASCD Annual Conference. 
Hunter, M. (1976). Improved Instruction. El Segundo: TIP Publications. 
Hunter, M. (1976). "Teacher competency: problem, theory, and practice." 
Journal of the College of Education. 15, 2: 1-15. 
1 6 2  
Hunter, M. (1982) . Mastery Tpianhing. El Segundo: TIP Publications. 
Hunter, M. (1988). "Effecting a reconciliation between supervision and 
evaluation - a reply to Popham." Journal for Evaluation of 
Educational Personnel. Kalamazoo: College of Education, The 
Evaluation Center. 
Hunter, M. & Russell, D. (1981). Mastery Coaching and Supervision. El 
Segundo: TIP Publications. 
Isenberg, A. P. (1990). "Evaluating teachers - some questions and some 
considerations." nahsp Bulletin. 74, 527: 16-18. 
Jackson, P. W. (1966). The Way Teaching Is. Washington, DC: Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development and the National Education 
Association. 
Johnson, S. (1984). "Merit pay for teachers: a poor perspective for 
reform." Harvard Educational Review. 54, No. 2: 175-185. 
Joyce, B, & Showers, B. (1982). "The coaching of teaching." Educational 
Leadership. 40, 3: 4-9. 
Keefe, J. W. (1985). Performance-based Preparation for Principals : K 
Framework for Improvement. Reston: NASSP. 
Keefe, J. W. & Jenkins, J. M. (1984). Instructional Leadership Handbook. 
Reston: NASSP. 
Kirchner, W. K. (1965). "Differences between better and less effective 
supervisors in appraisal of subordinates." Personnel Psychology. 15 
(3), 295-302. 
Leslie, K. (1989). "Administrators must consider and improve teacher 
satisfaction." NASSP Bulletin. 73, 513: 19-22. 
Lezotte, L. w. (1985). "School improvement based on effective school 
research: a promising approach for economically disadvantaged and 
minority students." Journal for Negro Education. 54, 3: 17-28. 
Lezotte, L. W. & Bancroft, B. A. (1985) . "Growing use of the effective 
schools model for school improvement." Educational Leadership. 43, 
3: 65-69. 
Manatt, R. (1987). "Lessons from a comprehensive performance appraisal 
project." Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 8-14. 
Manatt, R. (1987) . The SchOQ] Improvement Model: Faculty Development 
Though Evaluation. Ames: Iowa State University. 
1 6 3  
Manatt, R. (1987). Student Feedback to Teachers Oueatinnnairft. Ames: 
College of Education, Iowa State University. 
Manatt, R., Palmer, K., & Hidlebaugh, E. (1976). "Evaluating teacher 
performance with improved rating scales." NASSP Bulletin. 60, 401: 
21-24. 
McGreal, T. L. (1980). "Helping teachers set goals." Educational 
Leadership. 37, 5: 414. 
McGreal, T. L. (1983). Successful Teacher Evaluation. Alexandria: ASCD. 
McLaughlin, M. W. & Pfeifer, R. S. (1988). Teacher Evaluation: 
Improvement» Accountability, and Effective Learning. New York: 
Columbia University Teachers College Press. 
Miller, R., 5 Miller, K. (1987). "Clinical supervision: history, 
practice, perspective." NASSP Bulletin. 71, 503; 18-21. 
Milner, Joseph 0. (1991). "Suppositional style and teacher evaluation." 
Phi Delta Kappan. 73: 464-467. 
Mohr, M. M. (1987). "The annoyance of a good example. "Educational 
Leadership. 44, 7: 74-75. 
Moore, R. F. (1987). Teacher Evaluation Policies and Processes in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. 1986-87. Blacksburg: Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute. 
Murnane, R., & Cohen, D. (1986). "Merit pay and the evaluation problem: 
why most merit pay plans fail and a few survive." Harvard Education 
Review. 56: 1-17. 
A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform. (1983). A report 
to the nation and the Secretary of Education. Washington, D.C.: The 
National Commission on Excellence in Education. 
Odden, E. (1985). "The case for congruence: planning for instructional 
supervision and evaluation program." Journal of Staff Development. 6 
(2), 84-95. 
Parker, J. C. (1985). Career Ladder/Master Teacher Programs: Implications 
for Principals. Reston: NASSP. 
Performance-Based Preparation of Principals. (1985). Reston: NASSP 
The Personnel Evaluation Standards. (1988) . Beverly Hills: SAGE 
Publications. 
Peterson, C. H. (1982). A Century's Growth in Teacher Evaluation in the 
United States. New York: Vantage Press. 
1 6 4  
Pflefer, R. S. (1986). Integrating Teacher Evaluation and Staff 
Development : An Organizational Approach. Stanford University, 
California Institute for Research on Educational Finance and 
Governance. 
Popham, W. J. (1988). "The dysfunctional marriage of formative and 
summative teacher evaluation." Journal of Personnel Evaluation in 
Education. 1, 269-273. 
Pulakos, E. (1984). "A comparison of rater training programs: error 
training." Journal of Applied Paychology. 69, 4: 581-588. 
Redfern, G. B. (1980). Evaluating Teachers and Administrators : & 
Performance Objective Approach. Boulder, CO: Westview Press Inc. 
Research For Better Schools (1984) . Looking at Schools: Inatrument.a and 
Processes for School Analysis. Philadelphia: Research for Better 
Schools. 
Rice, R. (1984) . Analyzing the Effectiveness of a Systematic, tlfidia. 
Facllitatedr Approach to Training Administrators to Conduct Post 
Observation Conferences. Ames: Iowa State University. 
Rosenholtz, S. J. (1985). "Effective schools: interpreting the evidence." 
American Journal of Education. May: 352-388. 
Rosenholtz, S. J. (1988). Teacher's Workplace: The Social Organization 
of Schools. Long Plains, NY: Longman. 
Rosenshine, B. (1983). "Teaching functions in instructional programs." 
Elementary School Journal. 4: 29-45. 
Scriven, M. (1981). "Summative teacher evaluation." In Handbook of 
Teacher Evaluation. National council on Measurement in Education. 
ed. J. Millman, 244-271. Beverly Hills: SAGE Publications. 
Seidin, P. (1984). Changing Practices for Faculty Evaluation. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1977). Handbook for Effective Department Leadership: 
Concepts and Practices in Today's Secondary Schools. Boston; Allyn 
and Bacon. 
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1984). "Leadership and excellence in schooling." 
Educational Leadership. 41, 2: 28-36. 
Seyfarth, J., & Nowinski, E. M. (1987). "Administrator feedback can 
improve classroom instruction." NASSP Bulletin. 71, 503: 47-50. 
1 6 5  
Shanker, A. (1985). "Separating wheat from chaff."Phi Delta Kappan. 67, 
2: 108-109. 
Shanker, A. (1986). "Teachers must take charge." Educational Leadership. 
44, 1: 12-14. 
Shepardson, R. D. (1985). Principals Role In Staff Development. Iowa 
City; The University of Iowa. 
Shulman, L.S. (1988). "A union of insufficiencies: strategies for teacher 
assessment in a period of reform." Educational Leadership. 4 6, 3: 
36-41. 
sizer, T. (1984). Horace's Cotupromise; The Dilemma of the American High 
School. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin. 
Smith, B. 0., Peterson, D., & Micceri, T. (1987). "Evaluation and 
professional improvement aspects of the Florida performance 
measurement system." Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 16-19. 
Smith, W. F., and Andrews, R. L. (1989). instructional Leadership: How 
Principals Make a Difference. Alexendria: ASCD. 
South Carolina Department of Education. (1983). Assessments of 
Performance in Teaching Annotated Observation Instrument. Columbia: 
South Carolina Department of Education. 
Sparks, G. M. (1983). "Synthesis of research on staff development for 
effective teaching." Educational Leadership. 41, 3: 65-72. 
Sparks, G. M. (1984). Evaluation of a Six-Step Staff Development Model 
for School Improvement. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, La. 
Standards for Evaluations of Educational Programs,, Projects,, and Materials. 
(1981). St Louis: McGraw-Hill Book Company. 
Stanley, S. J. & Popham, W, J. (1988) . Teacher Evaluation: Six 
Prescriptions for Success. Alexandria: ASCD. 
Steffy, B. E. (1983) . Implementation Kit : Differentiating Between 
Design/Delivery Problems in improving instructional Supervision. 
Long Island: English, Sand, Steffy and Associates. 
Stevenson, L. (1987). Teacher Performance Evaluation as Structured Within 
a Knowledge-Based System: a Question of Feasibility. Ames: Iowa 
State University. 
Stiggins, R. J. & Duke, D. (1988) . The Case for Commitment to Teacher 
Growth: Research on Teacher Evaluation. Albany: State University of 
New York Press. 
1 6 6  
Sour, R. S. & Sour, R. M. (1977). Problems in Ualny Pupil Outcomes for 
Teacher Evaluation. Washington, DC: National Education Association. 
Stow, S., & Sweeney, J. (1981). "Developing a teacher performance 
evaluation system." Educational Leadership. 38: 538-541. 
Stufflebeam, D. L. (1988) . The Personnel Evaluation Standards: How to 
Assess Systems for Evaluating Educators . Beverly Hills: SAGE 
Publications 
Sullivan, C. G. (1980). Clinical Supervision: A State of Art Review. 
Alexandria: ASCD. 
Sweeney, J. (1982). "Planning makes a difference improving the post-
observation conference." NARFLP Bulletin. 66 (458), 11-15. 
Sweeney, J. (1983). "Improving the post observation conference - planning 
makes a difference." NASSP Bulletin. 67, 463: 33-36. 
Sweeney, Jim. (1983). "The post observation conference; key to teacher 
Improvement." The High School Journal. Jan: 61-66. 
Sweeney, J. (1986). "Developing a strong climate: the key to school 
improvement. " National Forum of Educational Administration and 
Supervision• 3: 3. 
Sweeney, J. (1986) . Organizations and Leadership = readings—ajld 
assessment. Ames: Iowa State University. 
Sweeney, J., & Stow, S. (1981). "Performance improvement: a people 
program." Education. 101, 3:267-269. 
Teacher Evaluation: Practices and Procedures. (1988). Arlington: 
Educational Research Services 
Tesch, S., Nyland, L., & Kernutt, D. (1987). "Teacher evaluation - shared 
power working." Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 26-30. 
Thomas, W. C. (1987). "A faculty-based needs assessment process for 
school administrators." NASSP Bulletin.71^ 503: 5-10. 
Thompson, S. D. (1982). The Effective Principal; A Research Summary. 
Reston: NASSP. 
Thompson, S. D. (1989). "Teaching: foundation for the principalship." 
NASSP Bull Atin. 73, 513: 36-42. 
Thorson, J., Miller, R., & Bellon, J. (1987). "Instructional improvement 
through personnel evaluation." Educational Leadership. 44, 7: 52-54. 
1 6 7  
Travers, R. M. (1981). "Criteria of good teaching." In Jason Millman, 
Handbook of teacher avalnatlon. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage 
Publications. 
Urbanski, A. (1988). "The Rochester contract: a status report." 
Educational Leadership. 46, 3: 48-52. 
Valentine, J. (1990). Principals and Practices for Effective Teacher 
Evaluation. Columbia: University of Missouri. 
Weber, J. (1987) . Teacher Evaluation aa a strategy tsix Improving 
Instruction. Elmhurst: North Central Regional Educational 
Laboratory. 
Wedly, G. R. (1979). Principals: What They Do and Who They Are. Reston: 
NASSP. 
Wise, A., & Darling-Hammond, L. (1985). "Teacher evaluation and teacher 
professionalism." Educational Leadership. January, 28-30. 
Wise, A., Darling-Hammond, L., McLaughlin, M., & Bernstein, H. (1984). 
Teacher Evaluation; A Study of Rffentive Practices. Santa Monica; 
Rand. 
Wolfe, P. (1984). Implementation of the Hunter Instructional Model; A 
Staff Development Study. Paper researched at the annual meting of 
the American Education Research Association, New Orleans, La. 
Zimmer, T. W. & Stroh, T. F. (1974). "Preparing manager for performance 
appraisal." S.A.M. Advanced Management Journal. 39, 36-42. 
1 6 8  
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT S 
My appreciation is extended to the number of resource people from the 
states and districts who provided data for this investigation. Through 
sharing their thoughts and materials, they provided insights and knowledge 
which have contributed to the completion of this study and my professional 
development. 
Further, appreciation is extended to the writer's doctoral committee: 
Dr. Jim Sweeney, Dr. Dick Manatt, Dr. Dave Owen, Dr. Richard Herrnstadt, 
and Dr. Barb Licklider for their assistance, contributions, ideas, support 
and encouragement. 
A special thanks to Dr. Sweeney, my major professor and mentor, who 
guided me throughout the project. The confidence he displayed in my 
ability and the patience he demonstrated served as a catalyst that inspired 
me to do my best and was the driving force behind the successful completion 
of this study; he continually encouraged me to add to the depth of the 
study. I shall forever be grateful for his contributions, supervisions, 
and command of this subject matter. 
Finally, to my very best friend and wife, Jane, a special and 
heartfelt thanks. Her love, understanding, patience, encouragement, and 
sacrifices helped sustain me throughout this entire endeavor. Also, thanks 
to my children, Christy, Steve and Ann, for their love, understanding, and 
cooperation. The help of my family was beyond expectation. 
1 6 9  
APPENDIX A 
CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICIALS 
CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFROALS 
DIRECTOR TITLE OFHCE ADDRESS BUIDMG CITY STATE ZIP FTOJE 
Dr. WavnaTeaaua Superintendent of Education State Department of Educatioi 501 Dexter Avenue 481 State Offîce Buildinc Montaomer Alabama 36130 205-261-5156 
Dr. William Demmerl Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi Goldbelt Buildina Pouch F Juneau Alaska 99811 907-465-2800 
Or. C. Diane Bishoo Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi 1535 West Jefferson Phoenix Arizona 85007 602-255-4361 
Dr. Ruth Steele Director of Department of Ed Department of Education # 4 Capitol MaU Little Rock Arkansai 72201 501-682-4204 
Dr. Bill Honia Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi 721 Capitol Mall Sacramento Californi 95814 916-445-4338 
Dr. William T. Randall Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi 201 East Colfax Denver Colorado 80203 303-866-6806 
Dr. Gerald N. Tirozzi Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi 165 Capital Avenue Room 308. State Office 1 Hartford Connecti 6106 203-566-5061 
Dr. William B. Keene Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Public It P.O. Box 1402 - Towi Federal & Locke rm an St Dover Delewari 19903 302-736-4601 
Dr. Bettv Castor Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi Capitol Buildina Room P1116 Tallahassee Florida 32399 904-487-1785 
Dr. Werner Roaers Superintendent of Schools State Department of Educatioi 2066 Twin Towers East Atlanta Georaia 30334 404-656-2800 
Mr. Charles Toquchi Superintendent of Education Department of Education P.O. Box 2360 Hi390 Miller Street # 30 Honolulu Hawaii 96813 808-548-6405 
Dr. Jerry L. Evans Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi 650 West State Street Boise Idaho 83720 208-334-3300 
Dr. Ted Sanders Superintendent of Education State Board of Education 100 North First Street Sprinafield Illinois 62777 217-782-2221 
Dr. H. Dean Evans Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi State House Room 229 Indianapolis Indiana 46204 317-232-6612 
Dr. William L. Leolsv Director of Education State Department of Educatioi Grimes State Office E East 14th and Grand Des Moines Iowa 50319 515-281-5294 
Dr. Les Droeqemuellet Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi 120 East Tenth Street Tooeka Kansas 66612 913-296-3201 
Dr. John Brock Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi 1725 Capitol Plaza Tower Frankfort Kentucky 40601 502-564-4774 
Dr. Wilmer S. Codv Superintendent of Education State Department of Educatioi P.O. Box 94064 626 North 4th Street Baton Rouae Louisiane 70804 504-342-3602 
Dr. Eva M. Either Commissioner of Education Department of Education State House Station # 23 Auausta Maine 4333 207-289-5800 
Dr. Joseph L. Shilllno State Superintendent of Scho State Department of Educatioi 200 West Baltimore Street Baltimore Marvlani 21201 301-333-2200 
Dr. Harold Reynolds Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi Quincv Center Plaza 1385 Hancock Street Quicy Massach 2169 617-770-7300 
Dr. Donald L. Bemis Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatbr P.O. Box 30008 115 West Alleqan Street Lansina Michiqan 48909 517-373-3354 
Dr. Ruth E. Randall Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatior 712 Capitol Square B 550 Cedar Street St. Paul Minneso 55101 612-286-2358 
Dr. Richard A. Bovd Superintendent of Education State Department of Educatior P.O. Box 771 Hioh Street Jackson Misslssii 39205 601-359-3513 
Dr. Robert E. Bartman Commissioner of Education Department of El. & Sec. Educ P.O. Box 480 205 Jefferson Street , 6 Jefferson C Missour 65102 314-751-4446 
Dr. Ed Araenbriaht Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Public Ir State Capitol Helena Montana 59620 406-444-3654 
Dr. Joseph Lutieharm Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi P.O. Box 94987 301 Centennial Mall Sout Lincoln Nebraska 68509 402-471-2465 
Dr. Euaena T. Paslow Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi 400 West Kinq Street Capitol Complex Carson City Nevada 89710 702-885-3100 
Dr. John T. MacDonaki Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi 101 Pleasant Street State Office Park South Concord New Han 3301 603-271-3144 
Dr. Saul Cooperman Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi 225 West State Strei 3t Trenton New Jer 8625 609-292-4450 
Dr. Alan Moraan Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi State Department of 300 Don Gaspar Santa Fe New Me. 87501 505-827-6516 
Dr. Thomas Sobol Commissioner of Education State Education Department 111 Education Buildin Washinaton Ave. Albany New Yor 12234 518-474-5844 
Dr. Robert Etheridae Superintendent of Public Insl State Department of Public li Education Buildina, R Edenton & Salisbury Stn Ralewh North C. 27603 919-733-3813 
Dr. Wayne G. Sansteai Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Public li State Capitol Buildinc 600 Boulevard Ave East Bismarck North Dé 58505 701-224-2261 
Dr. Franklin B. Walter Superintendent of Public Ins State Department of Educatio 65 South Front Stree Room 808 Colombus Oh'» 43266 614-466-3304 
Dr. Gerald Hoeltzel Superintendent of Public Ins State Department of Educatio Oliver Hodae Memoris 2500 North Lincoln Blvd Oklahoma C Oklahom 73105 405-521-3301 
Dr. Verne A. Duncan Superintendent of Public Ins State Department of Educatio 700 Prinale Parkway , S.E. Salem Oieoon 97310 503-378-3573 
Dr. Thomas K. Gilhool Secretary of Education State Department of Educatio 333 Market Street 10th Floor Harrisburq Pennsyli 17126 717-787-5820 
Dr. J. Troy Earhart Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatio 22 Hayes Street Providence Rhode Is 2906 401-277-2031 
Dr. Charlie Williams Superintendent of Educatton State Department of Educatio 1006 Rutledoe Buildii 1429 Senate Street Columbia South C 29201 803-734-8492 
Dr. Henry Kosters State Superintendent Department of Education Division of Education 700 Governors Drive Pierre South D: 57501 605-773-3243 
o 
CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICIALS 
DIRECTOR TITLE OFFICE ADDRESS GUIDING CITY STATE ZIP mot 
Or. Charles E. Smith Commissioner of Education State Department of Educatioi 100 Cordell Hull Buildina Nashville Tennessi 37219 615-741-2731 
Dr. William N Kirbv Commissioner of Education Texas Education Aaencv William B. Travis Bui 1701 N Conaress Ave Austin Texas 78701 512-463-8985 
Dr. James R. Moss Superintendent of Public Inst State Office of Education 250 South 500 South Salt Lake C Utah 84111 801-533-5431 
Dr. Richard P. Mills Commissioner of Education State Department of Educaflot State Street State Office Buildina Monlpelier Vermont 5602 802-828-3135 
Dr. S. John Davis Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Educatioi P.O. Box 60 James Monroe Buildina Ridimond Virainia 23216 804-225-2023 
Dr. Frank B. Brouillât Superintendent of Public Ins  ^State Department of Public Ir Old Capitol Buildina. \ Mail Stip FG- 11 Olympia Washina 98504 206-586-6904 
Dr. W. Thomas NcNeel State Superintendent of Scho State Department of Educatioi 1900 Washinaton Str Buildina B. Room 358 Charleston West W 25305 304-348-3644 
Dr. Hertiert J. Grover Superintendent of Public Inst State Department of Public Ir 125 South Webster S P.O. Box 7841 Madison Wisconsi 53707 608-266-1771 
Dr. Lvnn O. Simons State Superintendent of Publ State Department of Educatiot Hathaway Buildina Cheyenne Wvomine 82002 307-777-7675 
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APPENDIX B 
CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICIAL 
EXPLANATORY LETTER AND POSTCARD 
Projects 1 7 3  
School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Slow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Assistant 
College of Education 
owa State University 
E005 Lagomarcino Hail 
\mes, Iowa 50011 
515) 294-5521 
October 20.1988 
IDIRECTORJ 
[TITLE) 
(OFFICE! 
[ADDRESS] 
(BUILDINGl 
[Crm, [STATEl [ZIP] 
Dear [MLING NAME], 
School reform Initiatives, career ladders, pay for performance plans and research on 
teacher elTect have all combined to stimulate numerous research efforts to use what is 
known about teacher evaluation In more productive ways. Still practitioners continue to 
ask researchers: What works? Does it make any difference? How do you train for 
evaluation? For a variety of reasons, no systematic synthesis exists of the various 
approaches to teacher performance evaluation and their concomitant costs. 
Two professors of educational administration at Iowa State University, Dr. Jim Sweeney 
and Dr. Richard Manatt, have taken on the project of providing synthesis relating to 
teacher evaluation. At the Initial stage of their study I, in conjunction with Dr. Sweeney 
and Dr. Manatt, wish to gather information dealing with your state's teacher evaluation 
process, the teacher evaluation criteria that may be mandated in your state, the legislative 
guidelines that you must conform to, the training that supervisors receive In your state, 
and whether teacher performance is tied to compensation. This Information, when 
gathered from all of the fifty states, should provide for Interesting and Informative 
comparisons and analysis. 
My task, at this stage of the study, is to identify a contact person who Is your Department of 
Education's resident expert on teacher evaluation. Would you please identify this person 
and provide the needed Information on the enclosed postcard? I will be mailing a 
questionnaire to this person In the next few weeks. 
Thank you for your assistance. The opportunity to share in the findings will be provided to 
your identified contact person. 
Sincerely, 
Dick Wlederhold 
1 7 4  
Please indicate, on this card, your state's expert on 
teacher evaluation: 
NAME 
TITLE 
ADDRESS 
CITY 
STATE 
TELEPHONE NUMBER 
Signature of Respondent 
Please return by NOVEMBER 1, 1988 
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APPENDIX C 
STATE CONTACT PERSONNEL 
KNOWLEDGEABLE OF TEACHER EVALUATION 
STATE CONTACT PERSON KNOWLEDGEABLE OF TEACHER EVALUATION 
STATE STF FIRST NF LAST NAM! TITLE ADDRESS- ADDRESS CITY ZIP PH# 
ALABAMA MS. GAY NELLE ESTES COORD, OF LDRSHP & MNGEMENT ALABAMA STATE DEPT OF ED. STATE OFFICE BIDG-ROOM 51 MONTGOMER 36130 205-261-2777 
ALASKA MS. HELEN MEHRKENS ED. ADMINISTRATOR P.O. BOX F ALASKA DEPT OF ED. JUNEAU 907-465-2841 
ARIZONA DR. CHARIES WILEY DIR TEACHER EVAL/TESTINQ ARIZONA DEPT OF ED. 1535 W. JEFFERSON PHOENIX 85007 602-542-3759 
ARKANSAS MR. ANQELO G COPPOLA ADMINISTRATIVE ADVISOR 4 STATE CAPITOL MALL ROOM 404 A LITTIA RODT 72201 501-682-4555 
CALIFORNIJ DR. LAURA WAGNER STATE DEPT OF ED. 721 CAPITOL MALL SACRAMENTO 95814 
COLORADO DR. WAYNE MARTIN DIR. PROG FOR ED. QUALTY COLORADO DEPT OF ED. 201 E. COLFAX AVE. DENVER 80203 303-866-6853 
CONNECTI( MS. GLORIA WILLIAMS B.E.S.T. PROGRAM STATE DEPT OF ED. ROOM 350-165 CAP. AVE. HARTFORD 6106 203-566-4572 
DELEGARE MS. ROBIN R. TAYLOR STATE SUOBRV.,STAFF EVAL. TOWNSEND BLDG. P.O. BOX 1402 DOVER 19903 302-736-2771 
RORIDA MS. IDAS. BAKER DIRECTOR DIVISION OF HUMAN RESRC DE RORIDA DEPT OF ED. TALLAHASSEE 32399 
GEORGIA DR. RICHARD J KICKLIGHTER DIRECTOR. DIV. OF ASSESSMENT GEORGIA DEPART OF ED. 1870 TWIN TOWERS EAST ATLANTA 30334 404-656-2688 
HAWAII MR. DONALD NUGENT ASST. SUPT OF PERSNL DEPART OF ED. P.O. BOX 2360 HONOLULU 96813 548-5802 
IDC  ^ DR. MICHAEL I FRIEND SUPERV. TEACHR ED/CERT. 650 W. STATE STREET BOISE 83720 208-334-4713 
ILLINOIS MS. SUSAN K. BENTZ ASST. SUPERINTENDENT ILLINOIS STATE BRD OF ED. 100 N FIRST ST SPRINGFIELD 62777 217-782-3774 
INDIANA MR. GEORGE STUCKEY DIRECTOR. STAFF PROF. EVAL. ROOM 229, STATE HOUSE INDIANAPOLIS 46204 317-232-9044 
IOWA MR. TED STILWILL ADMIN. DIV. OF ADMIN. SERVS DEPART OF ED. GRIMES STATE OFFICE BLDG. DES MOINES 50319 515-281-3333 
KANSAS MS. JUDY SCUDAMORE DIR.. CERT. TEACHER ED/ACCRE KANSAS STATE DEPART OF ED. 120 E. 10TH ST TOPEKA 66612 913-296-4073 
KENTUCKY MS. KAY FREELAND DIR CURR/STFF DEVLP 1806 CAPT PLAZA TOWER KENTUCKY DEPRTMENT OF ED. FRANKFORT 40601 502-564-2106 
LOUISIANA MS. BARBARA DUNBAR ASST BUREAU ADMIN. LOUISIANA DEPT OF ED. P.O. BOX 44064 BATON ROUGE 70804 504-342-3748 
MAINE MR. EDWIN KASTUCK TEACHER CERTIFICATION MAINE DEPT OF ED. & CULTUN STATE HOUSE STATION AUGUSTA 4330 207-289-5991 
MARYLAND DR. RICHARD PETRE ASST DEPUTY STATE SUPT 200 WEST BALTIMORE ST. STATE DEPART OF ED. BALTIMORE 21201 301-333-2385 
MASSACHI MS. SUSAN ZELMAN ASSC. COMM. OF ED. PERSNL 1385 HANCOCK STREET QUINCY 2169 617-770-7627 
MICHIGAN MR. C. DANFOI AUSTIN DIR TEACHER PREP & CERT P.O. BOX 30008 LANSING 48909 517-373-1924 
MINNESOTA MR. RICHARD MESENBURA SUPERVISOR OF STAFF DEVELOP. CAPITOL SGUARE # 660 550 CEDAR STREET ST PAUL 55101 612-296-4064 
MISSISSIP DR. JACK G. DIRECTOR STATE DEPARTMENT OF ED. P.O. BOX 771 JACKSON 39205 601-359-3768 
MISSOURI MR, JOEL D. DENNEY DEPUTY COMM. OF ED. DEPARTMENT OF ELEM & SEC E P.O.BOX 480-205 JEFF. ST. JEFFERSON ( 65102 314-751-3503 
MONTANA MR. GILS MITCHELL ASST. SUPT. FOR INSTRUC. STATE CAPITOL ROM 106 HELENA 59620 406-444-2089 
NEBRASKA DR. ROBERT CHAPMAN SCHOOL MNGMENT CONSIT STATE EDUCATION DEPT P.O. BOX 94987 UNCOLN 68509 402-471 -2444 
NEVADA MS. MARIA BANDERA DEPUTY SUPT STATE DEPART, OF ED. 400 W. KING ST CAP COMPL CARSON CITV 89710 702-885-3104 
NEW HARR DR. JOANNE BAKER ASST. ADMINISTRATOR TEACHER CERTIFICATION 101 PLEASANT ST CONCORD 3301 603-271-2407 
NEW JER£ DR. SYBIL NADEL DIRECTOR ACAD.-ADVNCMNT OF TCHNG P.O. BOX 6446 EDISON 8818 201-225-4545 
NEW MEX MS. WINN CHRISTIAN ASST DIR. PROF. DEVELOP STATE DEPT OF ED. EDUCATION BLDG SANTA FE 87501 505-827-6574 
NEW YORL' MR. WILLIAM C ASSINI SUPERV. IN TEACHER CERT. OFFICE OF TEACHING ROOM 5 A11 ALBANY 12230 474-5704 
NORTH CA MR. DAVID HOLDZKOM DIR. DIV. OF PERSNNL RLTNS 116 W. EDEWTON STREET RALEIGH 27603 919-733-9230 
NORTH DA MR. OIDEAN H LINDEMANN DIR. OF TEACHER INSTRUC. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTR. STATE CAPITOL BISMARCK 5850E 224-2264 
ONO MR; BETTY DRUMMOND ASST. DIRECTOR DEPT OF ELEM. & SEC. INSTR. OHIO DEPT OF ED.-ROOM 10£ COLUMBUS 43266 614-466-2937 
OKLAHOMA MS. BILLIE ENGLISH DIR. OF STAFF DEVELP. 2500 NORTH LINCOLN BLVD. ROOM 212 OKLAHOMA ( 7310E 405-521-3607 
OREGON MS JOYCE M REINKE DIR OF PERSONNEL DEV. 700 PRINGLE PRKWY SE SALEM 9731C 373-7118 
Oî 
STATE CONTACT PERSON KNOWLEDGEABLE OF TEACHER EVALUATION 
STATE STF FIRST N/I LAST NAM! TITLE ADDRESS- ADDRESS CITY 2P PH# 
PENNSYLVI DR. FREDERIC: HAAS BUREAU OF TEACHER PREP & CE STATE DEPT OF ED. 33 MAIITET STREET HARRISBURQ 17126 717-787-2967 
RHODE ISLI MR. EDWARD DAMBRUCH DIRCTR. TEACHER ACCRED. 22 HAYES STREET PROVIDENCE 2908 277-2677 
SOUTH GA MS. KATHV THOMAS APT COORD. SOUTII CAROLINA DEPT. OF ED. 1429 SENATE ST-ROOM 603 COLUMBIA 29201 803-734-8266 
SOUTH DAL MS. JEANNE SCHWEIQER EXEC. SEC.. PROF. PRACT COMN DIMSION OF EDUCATION 700 GOVERNORS DRIVE PIERRE 57501 605-773-4705 
TENNESSE DR. GEORQE MAIO DIRECTOR TEACHER EVAL. 111 CORDELL HULL BIDQ NASHVILLE 37219 615-741-7816 
TEXAS MR. TOMMY ATTAWAV DIR. MANAOMENT ASST TEXAS ED. AQENCV 1701 NORTH CONQRESS AV. AUSTIN 78701 512-463-9506 
UTAH DR. ROQERC MOURITSEN COORD. CERT./PERSNNL DEVELP. UTAH STATE OFFICE OF ED. 250 EAST 500 SOUTH SALT LAKE C 84111 801-538-7741 
VERMONT MR. DOUQ WALKER DIR. OF BASIC ED. STATE DEPARTMENT OF ED. STATE STREET MONTPELIER 5602 
VIRAINIA DR. THOMAS, ELLIOTT AD. DIR. PROF. DEV. P.O. BOX 6-Q VIRGINIA DEPT OF ED. RIDIMOND 23221 804-225-2094 
WASHINOTC MR. TED ANDREWS DIRECTOR. PROFF ED. SUPERIN. OF PUBLIC INSTR. OLD CAP. BID. F.G. 11 OLYMPIA 98506 206-753-3222 
WEST VIRE DR. JAMES R. LEWELLEN ASST. DIR.. OFFC OF PROF. ED. CAPITOL COMPLEX BIDA 6 8-337 CHARLESTON 25305 304-348-2703 
WISCONSIR DR. KATHERINF UNE DIR. BEAINNINQ TCHR PRQRM DEPT. OF PUBLIC INSTRUC 125 S. WEBSTER ST-BOX 70 MADISON 53707 608-266-1788 
WVOMLNQ MS. LINDA STOWERS ASST TO ASSL SUPT. HATHAWAY BIDQ. STATE DEPT OF ED. CHEYENNE 82002 777-6808 
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APPENDIX D 
STATE CONTACT PERSON 
EXPLANATORY LETTER AND SURVEY 
11 I I 4 7Q School Improvement Model 
ImV I f I I Projects Dick Manatt 
College of Education Director 
owa State University Shirley Stow 
:005 Lagomarcino Hall Co-Director 
\mes, Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
515) 294-5521 Program Assistant 
Januaiy 24,1989 
IBEGNNG NAME) [FIRST NAME] (LAST NAME] 
(TITLE) 
(ADDRESS I] 
(ADDRESS II] 
(CrXY), (STATE) (ZIP] 
Dear (BEGNNG NAME) [LAST NAME), 
During the next months, with the aid of Iowa State University Professors of Educational 
Administration, Dr. Richard Manatt and Dr. Jim Sweeney, I will be conducting a research 
project examining the procedures used in teacher performance evaluation. You have been 
suggested by your state [RECMMNDED BY (TITLE)), (BY DR (NAME)), as the expert who may be 
able to provide valuable Information relative to performance evaluation in the state of (STATE). 
This research Is being conducted because we wish to examine what is happening relative to 
teacher performance evaluation procedures across the Unites States. We will examine states In 
which there are state mandated procedures and those in which procedures are locally developed. 
The findings of this research will be very helpful to state education agencies and local districts. 
This study concerns the procedures which administrators and supervisors follow in the 
evaluation of teacher performance. Procedures include the timelines, designated supervisoiy 
persormel, formal and/or Informal observations, pre and/or post conferencing, supplementary 
data collection, growth goals, follow-up, and so on. We want to know if your state has mandated 
procedures or If the procedures have been left to the discretion of the local school districts. 
Would you please complete the enclosed questionnaire and send a copy of your state's legislated 
teacher performance evaluation mandate, your Department of Education's teacher evaluation 
procedures that local districts must follow, or any other relevant written material that describes 
or provides Information relative to your state's teacher performance evaluation procedures. 
Please send this information to me in the enclosed envelope. If your state does not have 
mandated teacher performance evaluation procedures, we will follow up by surveying individual 
school districts from within your state. Please feel free to send along any comments which you 
feel could benefit this study. The information which you provide will be beneficial. Please 
return as soon as possible. 
You can be assured of the anonymity of your responses to the enclosed questloimalre. No 
individual responses will be reported In the findings. You will be provided a copy of the results 
unless you Instruct me otherwise. Should you have any additional questions or concerns, please 
write or contact me at the phone number listed below. Thanks for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Dick Wlederhold, Graduate Student 
712-263-3101 (Office) 
712-263-5186 (Home) 
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IF YOUR STATE HAS MANDATED TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROCEDURES, PLEASE SEND A 
COPY OF THE LEGISLATIVE TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION MANDATES, THE DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION'S TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROCEDURES THAT LOCAL DISTRICTS MUST 
FOLLOW, AND/OR ANY OTHER RELEVANT WRITTEN MATERIAL THAT DESCRIBES OR PROVIDES 
INFORMATION RELATIVE TO YOUR STATE'S TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROCEDURES. 
IF YOUR STATE DOES NOT HAVE MANDATED PROCEDURES. PLEASE FILL OUT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE AND 
RETURN IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE. 
A COPY OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY WILL BE SENT TO YOU UNLESS YOU INSTRUCT ME OTHERWISE. 
THANKS FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 
STATE 
RESPONDENT 
TITLE 
ADDRESS 
CITY.STATE.ZIP 
PHONE NUMBER 
QUESTIONNAIRE RELEVANT TO TEACHER EVALUATION 
DOES YOUR STATE. BY STATE STATUTE OR REGULATION. REQUIRE THAT TEACHERS BE EVALUATED? (IF 
YES, PLEASE SEND A COPY OF THAT SECTION OF THE STATUTE) 
DOES YOUR STATE HAVE MANDATED PROCEDURES THAT MUST BE FOLLOWED IN TEACHER 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION? (IF YES. PLEASE SEND RELEVANT WRITTEN MATERIALS) 
PLEASE INDICATE HOW I COULD RECEIVE A COPY OF YOUR STATE'S EDUCATIONAL DIRECTORY WHICH 
LISTS THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN YOUR STATE, THEIR ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL. AND THE SIZE OF 
THE DISTRICT. 
TITLE OF THE DIRECTORY 
ADDRESS 
COST 
As soon as possible please return this questionnaire, along with the related and requested materials, to: 
Dick Wiederhold 
Denlson High School 
North 16th Street 
Denlson, Iowa 51442 
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APPENDIX E 
TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND 
PROCEDURES MANDATED BY THE FIFTY STATES 
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State Survey - Teacher Evaluation 
Identification of vertical columns 
Results of the survey of the fifty states 
1. State requires teachers to be evaluated 
2. State developed and mandates the evaluation system 
3. School district developed the evaluation system 
4. Teachers were involved in the evaluation system development 
5. State must approve the district's evaluation system 
6. Number of evaluation per year for tenured teachers 
7. Number of evaluation per year for non-tenured teachers 
8. Requires teacher orientation to the evaluation system 
9. Requires pre-observation conferences 
10. Requires multiple observations of teachers 
11. Specific number of observations required per evaluation 
12. Formative conferences are required following observations 
13. Summative conferences are required 
14. Unscheduled observations are required 
15. Requires the setting of growth goals 
16. Requires intensive assistance for teachers not up to standards 
17. Staff development is part of the evaluation system 
18. Determined specific criteria for rating 
19. Requires lesson plan analysis 
20. includes other summative data with the evaluation 
21. Requires a summative evaluation report 
22. Teachers have a right to respond in writing 
23. Mandated position description 
24. Mandated data collection instrument 
25. Requires self analysis 
26. Provides training for evaluators 
27. Mandated evaluater standards 
28. Requires evaluater certification 
TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES MANDATED BY THE FIFTY STATES 
H o ri 
AL AK AR % CA CD CI CE FL GA HA lA ID IL 
1. Teachers be evaluated X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
2. Mandates the process X X X X 
3. District developed process X X X X X X X X X X 
4. Teachers involved in developmen X X X X X X X 
5. Approves district system X X X X X X X X X 
6. Yearly evaluation for tenured 2 1 1 1 1|3 1|2 1 1 1|2 1 1|2 
7. Yearly evaluation for non-tenurec 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1|2 
8. Orientation to process X X X X X X X X 
9. Pre-observation conferences X X X X 
10. Multiple observations X X X X X X 
11. Number observation/evaluation 2 2 3 4 3 
12. Formative conferences X X X X X X X X 
13. Summative conference X X X X X X X X X X 
14. Unscheduled observations X X X X X X 
15. Settinq of growth aoals X X X X X X X X X 
16. Intensive assistance X X X X X X X 
17. Staff development X X X 
18. Specific rating criteria X X X X X X X X X X 
19. Lesson plan analysis X X X 
20. Include other summative data X X X X X X X X 
21. Summative evaluation report X X X X X X X X X X 
22. Teacher has right to respond X X X X X X X X X 
23. Position description X X X 
24. Data collection instrument X X X X X X X X 
25. Self analysis 
26. Evaluator training X X X X X X X X X X X X 
27. Evaluator standards X X X X X X X X X X 
28. Evaluator certification X X X X X X X 
TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPP 
'1 n 4 
IN KS LA MA MD ME M MN MO MS MT NO hD 
1. Teachers be evaluated X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
2. Mandates the process X 
3. District developed process X X X X X X X X X X X X 
4. Teachers involved in deveiopmen X X X X 
5. Approves district system X X X X 
6. Yearly evaluation for tenured 1|3 1|3 1|5 1|2 1|3 2 1 2 
7. Yearly evaluation for non-tenurec 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 
8. Orientation to process X X X 
9. Pre-observation conferences X X X 
10. Multiple observations X X X X X 
11. Number observation/evaluation 3 3 
12. Formative conferences X X X X X X 
13. Summative conference X X X X X 
14. Unscheduled observations X X X 
15. Setting of growth goals X X X X X 
16. Intensive assistance X X 
17. Staff development X X X 
18. Specific rating criteria X X X X X 
19. Lesson plan analysis 
20. Include other summative data X X X X X X X X 
21. Summative evaluation report X X X X X X X X X 
22. Teacher has right to respond X X X X X X 
23. Position description X 
24. Data collection Instrument X X X X X 
25. Self analysis X 
26. Evaluator training X X X X X 
27. Evaluator standards X X X X 
28. Evaluator certification X X X X 
TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPP 
H O r 
^E m ' 'NM NV NY CH OK CR PA Ri sc so TN 
1. Teachers be evaluated X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
2. Mandates the process X X 
3. District developed process X X X X X X X X X X X 
4. Teachers Involved In developmen X X X 
5. Approves district system X X X X X 
6. Yearly evaluation for tenured 1 1 1|2 1 1 1 
7. Yearly evaluation for non-tenured 1 4 2 1 2 3 2 1|5 
8. Orientation to process X X X 
9. Pre-observation conferences X X X X X X X 
10. Multiple observations X X X X X X X 
11. Number observation/evaluation 3 2 2 6 
12. Formative conferences X X X X X X X X 
13. Summative conference X X X X X X X X X 
14. Unscheduled observations X X X 
15. Setting of growth goals X X X X X X X 
16. Intensive assistance X X X X X 
17. Staff development 
18. Specific rating criteria X X X X X X X X X 
19. Lesson plan analysis X X 
20. Include other summative data X X X X X X X X 
21. Summative evaluation report X X X X X X X 
22. Teacher has right to respond X X X X X 
23. Position description X 
24. Data collection instrument X X X X X X 
25. Self analysis X X X 
26. Evaluator training X X X X X X 
27. Evaiuator standards X X X 
28. Evaluator certification X X X X 
TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPP 
TX UT va ^ VT WA Wl wv WY Total 
1. Teachers be evaluated X X X X X X X X 50 
2. Mandates the process X X 9 
3. District developed process X X X X X X 39 
4. Teachers involved in developmeni X 15 
5. Approves district svstem X X X X 22 
6. Yearly evaluation for tenured 1 2 1|2 1|3 1 2 31 
7. Yearly evaluation for non-tenured 2 2 1|2 1 2 2 35 
8. Orientation to process X X X X 18 
9. Pre-observation conferences X X 16 
10. Multiple observations X X X 21 
11. Number observation/evaluation 2 3 2 14 
12. Formative conferences X X X X 26 
13. Summative conference X X X 27 
14. Unscheduled observations X 13 
15. Setting of qrowth qoals X X X X X 25 
16. Intensive assistance X X X X X 19 
17. Staff development X 8 
18. Specific ratinq criteria X X X X X 29 
19. Lesson plan analysis X 6 
20. Include other summative data X X X X 28 
21. Summative evaluation report X X X X X X 32 
22. Teacher has riqht to respond X X 22 
23. Position description X X X 8 
24. Data collection instrument X X 21 
25. Self analysis X X 6 
26. Evaiuator traininq X X X 26 
27. Evaiuator standards X 18 
28. Evaiuator certification 15 
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APPENDIX F 
TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND 
PROCEDURES REQUIRED BY THE MANDATED SYSTEM STATES 
1 8 8  
State Survey - Teacher Evaluation 
Identification of vertical columns 
Results of the survey of the fifty states 
1. State requires teachers to be evaluated 
2. State developed and mandates the evaluation system 
3. School district developed the evaluation system 
4. Teachers were involved in the evaluation system development 
5. State must approve the district's evaluation system 
6. Number of evaluation per year for tenured teachers 
7. Number of evaluation per year for non-tenured teachers 
8. Requires teacher orientation to the evaluation system 
9. Requires pre-observation conferences 
10. Requires multiple observations of teachers 
11. Specific number of observations required per evaluation 
12. Formative conferences are required following observations 
13. Summative conferences are required 
14. Unscheduled observations are required 
15. Requires the setting of growth goals 
16. Requires intensive assistance for teachers not up to standards 
17. Staff development is part of the evaluation system 
18. Determined specific criteria for rating 
19. Requires lesson plan analysis 
20. Includes other summative data with the evaluation 
21. Requires a summative evaluation report 
22. Teachers have a right to respond in writing 
23. Mandated position description 
24. Mandated data collection instrument 
25. Requires self analysis 
26. Provides training for evaluators 
27. Mandated evaluator standards 
28. Requires evaluator certification 
TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES REQUIRED BYTHE MANDATI ED PROCESS STATES 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
ALABAMA X X X 2 3 X X 2 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
DELAWARE X X 1|2 1 X X X 3 X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Œ0RG1A X X 1 1 X X 4 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
HAWAII X X 1|2 1 X X 3 X X X X X X X 
NO. CAROLINA X X 1 1 X X 3 X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
SO. CAROLIN; X X 1 3 X X X 2 X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
TENTESSŒ X X 1|5 X X X 6 X X X X X X X X X X X 
TEXAS X X 1 2 X X X 2 X X X X X X X X X X X 
VIRGINIA X X 1|2 112 X X X 3 X X X X X X X X X X 
TOTALS 9 9 0 0 1 1=2 2=3 6 8 9 3=2 9 9 7 9 6 3 9 6 6 8 5 2 9 3 6 5 6 
4=1 1=2 4=3 
3= 112 4=1 1=4 
1=112 1=6 
1=115 00 
CO 
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APPENDIX 6 
DISTRICT EXPLANATORY LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
h I I I 4 Q4 School Improvement Model 
L=# I 9 I I Projects Dick Manatl 
College of Education Director 
owa State University Shirley Stow 
•005 Lagomarcino Hall Co-Director 
\mes, Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
515) 294-5521 Program Assistant 
July 3, 1990 
Dear Chief Executive Officer, 
As part of a in-depth analysis of effective instruction, and with the aid of low; 
State University Professors of Educational Administration, Dr. Richard Manatt 
and Dr. Jim Sweeney, I am conducting a research project examining the 
procedures used in teacher performance evaluation. This research is part of a 
continuing study on the part of Iowa State University, and your school district 
/school organization has been selected to be included. This is a request for you 
to provide valuable information relative to teacher performance evaluation. 
This research is being conducted because we wish to examine what is happening 
relative to teacher performance evaluation procedures across the Unites States 
We have examined states in which teacher evaluation procedures are mandated 
by the state legislature. We now wish to examine school districts in states 
which do not have mandated procedures. The findings of this research will be 
very helpful to state education agencies and to local districts. 
This study concerns the formal written procedures which guide administrators 
and supervisors in the evaluation of teacher performance. Procedures include 
timelines, designated supervisory personnel, formal and/or informal 
observations, pre and/or post conferencing, formative and/or summative 
conferencing, supplementary data collection, growth targets, follow-up, and so 
forth. We want to know what formal procedures guide your school district 
evaluators when evaluating teacher performance. Would you please complete 
the enclosed questionnaire and send a copy of your district's written guidelines 
relative to teacher performance evaluation procedures. The information which 
you provide will be beneficial. Please return as soon as possible. 
You can be assured of the anonymity of your responses to the enclosed 
questionnaire. No individual responses will be reported in the findings. Should 
you have any additional questions or concerns, please write or contact me at the 
phone number listed below. Thanks for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Dick Wiederhold, Graduate Student 
515-462-2718 (Office) 
515-462-4539 (Home) 
k i l l  H  n  o  S c h o o l  I m p r o v e m e n t  M o d e l  
LJI I i I I Projects Dick Manatl 
College of Education Director 
)wa State IJniversity Shirley Slow 
005 Lagomarcino Hail Co-Director 
mes, Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
515) 294-5521 Program Assistant 
August 31, 1990 
Dear Chief Executive Officer, 
As part of a in-depth analysis of effective instruction, and with the aid of 
Iowa State University Professors of Educational Administration, Dr. 
Richard Manatt and Dr. Jim Sweeney, I am conducting a research project 
examining the procedures used in teacher performance evaluation. This 
research is part of a continuing study on the part of Iowa State University 
- your school district/school organization has been selected to be included. 
This research is being conducted because we wish to examine what is 
happening relative to teacher performance evaluation procedures across 
the Unites States. We have determined which states have legislatively 
mandated teacher evaluation procedures. We now wish to examine school 
districts In states which do not have mandated procedures. This is our 
second request for this information - we are comparing the procedures 
used in districts of different size and location so your return of the 
questionnaire is important. We feel that the findings of this research will 
be very helpful to state education agencies and local districts. 
Would you please complete the enclosed questionnaire (and, if possible, 
send a copy of your district's written guidelines relative to teacher 
performance evaluation procedures). Please return as soon as possible. 
You can be assured of the anonymity of your responses to the enclosed 
questionnaire. No individual responses will be reported in the findings. 
Should you have any additional questions or concerns, please write or 
contact me at the phone number listed below. Thanl<s for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Dick Wiederhold, Graduate Student 
515-462-2718 (Office) 
515-462-4539 (Home) 
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PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE RELEVANT TO TEACHER PERFORMANCE 
EVALUATION PROCEDURES. PLEASE ADD ANY COMMENTS THAT WILL BE BENEFICIAL FOR MY 
INTERPRETATION OF YOUR DISTRICT'S PROCEDURES. MY MISSION IS TO ANALYZE WHAT 
YOUR DISTRICT IS DOING RELATIVE TO YOUR TEACHER EVALUATION PROCEDURES. MY FINAL 
TASK IS TO ANALYZE WHAT THE NATIONWIDE TRENDS ARE RELATIVE TO TEACHER 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION AND TO COMPARE DISTRICTS OF DIFFERENT SIZE AND LOCATION. 
PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS AS THEY WOULD RELATE TO TENURED TEACHERS. 
Does your district, by contract, poiicy, and/or regulation, require tin at teacliers be evaluated? 
YES ND 
Does your district have contractual and/or formal procedures (I.E. - pre-conferences, number of observations, 
formative conferences, summative conference, growtli targets, formative assistance, etc.) that must be 
followed in teacher performance evaluation? (IF YES, PLEASE SEND A COPY OF YOUR DISTRICT'S WRITTEN 
GUIDEUNES) 
YES ND 
How ofter are your tenured teachers evaluated? 
TWICE A YEAR EVERY YEAR EVERY OTHER YEAR EVERY THIRD YEAR 
Does your district require that teachers receive an annual orientation of the teacher evaluation procedures? 
YES ND 
Does your district require pre-observation conferences before scheduled observations? 
YES to 
Does your district have a formal data gathering instrument used during teacher observations? 
YES ND 
How many scheduled observations (prior to the summative conference) are required by your district's policy? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
Are formative conferences required after each scheduled observation? 
YES N3 
Are unannounced observations required as part of the evaluation procedures? 
YES hD 
Do your teachers do a written self analysis rating as part of the evaluation process? 
YES ND 
Does your evaluation procedure require a summative conference? 
YES ND 
Does the summative conference include an analysis of scheduled observations/conferences, unscheduled 
observations, and other data? 
YES ND 
Does your district rate teachers on a list of established criteria as a part of teacher evaluation ? 
YES ND USE ONLY A CRITERIA RATING 
Is a written narrative part of the feedback that the teacher receives at the summative conference? 
YES ND USE ONLY A WRITTEN NARRATIVE 
Does a teacher have the right to respond in writing on the evaluation instrument? 
1 9 4  
YES ND 
Are written growth targets established as part of the evaluation procedure? 
YES ND 
Are written growth targets, and the teachers striving for the accomplishment of those targets, the central 
focus of your teacher evaluation process? 
YES ND 
Who is primarily responsible for the performance evaluation of the teachers? 
PRINCIPAL PEERS DEPARTMENT LEADER CENTRAL OFFICE PERSONNEL 
Is staff development a part of the teacher evaluation process? 
YES ND 
Is Intensive assistance offered to teachers not performing up to expected standards? 
YES ND 
Is the measurement and analysis of student growth a part of the teacher evaluation process? 
YES ND 
Is the analysis of lesson plans a part of the teacher evaluation process? 
YES ND 
WOULD YOU LIKE TO RECEIVE A COPY OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY? 
YES ND 
DISTRICT 
RESPONDENT 
TITLE 
ADDRESS 
CITY, STATE, ZIP 
PHONE NUMBER 
THANK YOU FOR YOU ASSISTANCE. 
As soon as possible please return this questionnaire, along with a copy of your teacher evaluation procedures, 
materials, to; Dick Wiederhold, Superintendent 
Winterset Community School District 
302 West South Street, P.O. Box 30 
Winterset, Iowa 50273 
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APPENDIX H 
DISTRICT SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE TRANSPOSE FORM 
Survey Transpose Form 
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District I D Number (number as identified on ttie nationai school tape) 
1. District requires teachers to be evaluated 1 - yes 0 - no 
2. District has formal evaluation procedures 1 - yes 0 - no 
3. How often are tenured teachers evaluated 1 - twice a year 2 - once a year 
3 - every other year 4 - every third year 5 - varies 
4. District requires an annual orientation 1 - yes 0 • • no 
5. Requires pre-evaluation conferences 1 - yes 0 • • no 
6. District has a formal data gathering instrument 1 - yes 0 • ' no 
7. Number of scheduled observations before summative 
3 - three 4 -
1 
four 
- one 
5 • 
2 - two 
• varies 
8. Requires formative conferences after scheduled observation 1 - yes 0 - no 
9. Unscheduled observations are part of evaluation process 1 - yes 0 • no 
10. Teachers do written self analysis 1 - yes 0- no 
11. Summative conference required 1 - yes 0 • no 
12. Summative conference includes other data 1 - yes 0 - no 
13. Rating Instrument on established criteria 1 - yes 0 - no 
14. Written narrative part of instrument 1 - yes 0 - no 
15. Teacher has right to respond 1 - yes 0 - no 
16. Written growth targets are a part of evaluation process 1 - yes 0 - no 
17. Written growth targets are the central focus 1 - yes 0 - no 
18. Who evaluates 1 - principal 2 
4 - central office 
- peers 3 - dept ieade 
5 - combination 
19. Staff development a part of the process 1 - yes 0 - no 
20. Intensive assistance required for low performers 1 - yes 0 - no 
21. Student growth reviewed as a part of evaluation 1 - yes 0 - no 
22. Lesson plan analysis part of evaluation 1 - yes 0 - no 
23. Evaluation method 0 = Unidentified 1 = Common law 
3 = Goal 4 = Integrated - A 5 = 
2 = Clinical 
Integrated - B 
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APPENDIX I 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM 
SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES FROM THE SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS WITHIN THE NON-MANDATED SYSTEM STATES 
SURVEY RESULTS OF T1 HE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 C13 CI 4 C15 CI 6 C17 CI 8 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 
401680 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
401710 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
402220 1 0 
404970 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
406250 1 1 5 1 1 0 5 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 5 
408080 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 
408800 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
500029 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 
500041 1 0 
504050 1 1 5 0 1 1 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
506330 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
511970 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
513410 1 1 2 0 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
601620 1 1 3 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
601910 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
605880 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
607230 1 1 3 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
608160 1 0 
609850 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
610050 1 3 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 
610350 1 1 3 1 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
611370 1 1 3 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
614550 1 1 3 1 1 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 
614700 1 0 
615180 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 
618060 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
619490 1 1 3 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
619700 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
620670 1 1 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 
621930 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
622500 1 1 3 1 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PRO( :EDU RES 
I D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 CI 3 CI 4 CIS CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
622710 1 1 3 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
622800 1 1 2 0 1 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 
624410 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
625470 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
625580 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 3 
627240 1 1 3 1 1 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
627600 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
628050 1 1 2 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 
628650 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
629640 1 1 3 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 
631320 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
632880 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
634170 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 5 
634620 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 
634800 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
635130 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
635310 1 1 3 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
635880 1 1 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 
637320 1 3 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
637530 1 1 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 
639870 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 2 
641160 1 1 3 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 
642510 1 1 3 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 
643080 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 5 
691009 1 1 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 
802910 1 1 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 4 
803090 1 1 3 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 
803360 1 1 4 1 1 0 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
805310 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
806120 1 1 4 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 
806480 1 1 4 1 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDU RES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 C12 C13 C14 C15 CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
900330 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 4 
900510 1 1 4 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
901080 1 1 4 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
902280 1 1 4 0 1 0 4 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 3 
902310 1 1 4 1 1 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
904290 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
904800 1 1 3 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1100030 1 1 2 0 1 1 5 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
1200090 1 1 2 1 1 1 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
1200240 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
1200330 1 1 5 0 1 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
1200390 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
1200480 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 
1200510 1 1 2 0 
1200750 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
1201110 1 1 2 1 1 1 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
1201500 1 1 2 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 
1201530 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 
1201560 1 1 2 0 1 1 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1201590 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1201620 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
1201710 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1201920 1 1 4 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
1201950 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1600300 1 1 2 0 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
1600480 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
1600930 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1602190 1 0 
1602640 1 1 2 1 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 
1700005 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 
1703600 1 0 0 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 C13 CI 4 CI 5 CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
1704710 1 1 3 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 
1705220 1 1 4 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
1705640 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1706480 1 1 3 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
1707320 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1709930 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 
1711850 1 1 2 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
1712000 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
1713710 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
1716050 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1717520 1 1 3 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
1719230 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
1719680 1 1 3 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
1719680 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 
1720760 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
1722830 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1723070 1 1 3 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
1725000 1 1 3 1 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1725050 1 0 
1727990 1 1 5 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1730420 1 1 3 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
1731410 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
1731740 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
1734740 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
1738040 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1741820 1 1 2 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
1742310 1 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
1800840 1 0 
1802970 1 1 2 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1803510 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 5 
1803940 1 1 4 1 0 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
to 
o 
SURVEY RESULTS OF Tl 4ETEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPOF \T COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 CI 3 CI 4 CIS CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
1804320 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1804470 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
1805670 1 1 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
1806030 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
1806390 1 1 4 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
1807110 1 1 3 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
1807290 1 1 4 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
1808820 1 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
1809660 1 1 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 
1810650 1 1 4 1 1 1 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
1812180 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
1906270 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
1906810 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 
1907710 1 1 4 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
1908970 1 0 
1909030 1 0 
1911340 1 1 2 1 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
1914700 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
1917100 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 
1921870 1 1 3 1 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
1922410 1 0 
1930480 1 1 4 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
1931710 1 1 3 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
2000006 1 1 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
2006300 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
2007440 1 1 2 0 0 1 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2010140 1 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
2012000 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
2012990 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
2100081 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 
2101150 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
ro 
o 
ro 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTE EM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 08 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 CI 3 CI 4 CIS CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 
2102990 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
2103000 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 
2103090 1 1 4 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2103390 1 1 4 0 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
2104170 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 4 
2200090 1 1 4 1 0 0 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2200300 1 1 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
2200330 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
2200540 1 1 4 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
2200630 1 1 4 0 0 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
2200660 1 1 4 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 
2201050 1 1 4 1 0 1 3 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 4 
2201170 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
2201500 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 
2201740 1 1 4 0 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 
2307320 1 1 5 1 0 0 5 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 
2400060 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
2400090 1 1 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 
2400120 1 1 3 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 0 1 3 
2400390 1 1 4 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 0 1 0 1 3 
2400480 1 1 2 1 0 0 5 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 
2400510 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 
2400660 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
2400720 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
2400720 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
2501920 1 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
2502790 1 1 2 1 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
2503090 1 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2503270 1 1 4 0 0 1 5 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
2503540 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
2503660 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
SURVEY RESULTS OFTHE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 010 C11 012 CI 3 CI 4 CIS C16 C17 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
2503990 1 1 4 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 
2504800 1 0 0 
2504830 1 1 3 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
2504860 1 1 3 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
2505700 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
2509330 1 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
2510200 1 1 2 0 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
2511250 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 
2511460 1 1 3 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
2512000 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2600013 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2604500 1 0 1 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
2604500 1 0 1 
2606090 1 1 4 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
2607320 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
2608580 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
2610860 1 0 2 0 
2611430 1 1 4 0 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
2611910 1 0 3 0 
2612600 1 1 4 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
2617160 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2617910 1 1 3 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 
2621150 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 
2622290 1 1 3 1 0 0 5 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2623490 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2625680 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
2629130 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2630480 0 0 
2632310 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
2632610 1 0 0 
2636270 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
ro 
o 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 C12 C13 C14 CI 5 CI 6 C17 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
2636540 1 0 0 
2702640 1 0 0 
2702970 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2703180 1 1 4 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 2 
2703870 1 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2711670 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
2711730 1 0 3 0 
2721240 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 
2728080 1 0 0 
2729040 1 0 0 
2730210 1 0 0 
2731780 1 1 4 1 1 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
2732430 1 0 2 1 0 0 5 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
2733510 1 1 4 1 1 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 
2733750 1 0 0 
2802190 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2802550 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 5 
2802790 1 1 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
2803810 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 5 
2804560 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
2905910 1 1 4 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 
2907470 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 
2911550 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2912030 1 0 0 
2913590 1 0 0 
2913760 1 1 4 0 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
2913830 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 
2915480 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
2916400 1 1 3 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 
2918240 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
2918300 1 1 4 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT CO MPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 C13 C14 CI 5 CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
2918360 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
2918540 1 1 4 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2921100 1 1 5 0 0 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2921810 1 1 4 0 0 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 
2922890 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2928360 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
2930900 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
3003900 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
3022790 1 0 
3100025 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 
3102910 1 1 2 1 0 1 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
3103440 1 0 
3170860 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
3172840 1 1 4 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
3174820 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
3175630 1 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 
3178660 1 1 3 0 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
3200030 1 1 2 1 0 0 4 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 
3200060 1 1 2 0 0 1 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3302340 1 1 2 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 
3305280 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
3305520 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
3401050 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 4 
3401260 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 2 
3401500 1 1 2 0 1 1 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 5 0 0 1 0 2 
3402220 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 
3402250 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 
3402400 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 
3403000 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 4 
3404320 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
3404470 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 C12 C13 C14 C15 CI 6 CI 7 C18 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
3407800 1 1 1 1 0 1 5 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 4 
3407890 1 1 1 0 0 1 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 3 
3410080 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 
3410200 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
3411340 1 1 2 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 
3411340 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
3413050 1 1 2 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
3416650 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 
3416970 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 
3418120 1 2 1 0 
3500060 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 
3500240 1 1 2 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3500900 1 1 2 1 1 0 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
3501110 1 1 5 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
3502250 1 1 2 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 
3602920 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3602940 1 1 2 0 0 1 5 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
3603480 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
3605850 1 0 
3606540 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
3606870 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3608970 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3609890 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
3610080 1 0 
3610560 1 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3610860 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3610890 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3610980 1 1 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
3612180 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 3 
3613980 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
3616680 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
fO 
o 
SURVEY RESULTS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT CO MPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
i D Number C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 08 C9 C10 C11 CI 2 CIS CI 4 CI 5 CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
3618120 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 2 
3618690 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 4 
3619110 1 0 
3619260 1 1 5 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
3622470 1 1 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 
3624960 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3627060 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
3627420 1 1 2 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3628320 1 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3628950 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 
3629130 1 1 2 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
3629430 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3629640 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3629670 1 1 2 0 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 
3631800 1 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
3631920 1 1 2 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3813030 1 1 4 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
3904353 1 1 4 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904375 1 1 5 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 
3904378 1 1 4 0 0 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
3904391 1 1 5 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
3904401 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 4 
3904402 1 1 4 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
3904429 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
3904449 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904475 1 1 3 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
3904480 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
3904482 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
3904490 1 1 4 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 5 
3904500 1 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904508 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
ro 
o 
00 
SURVEY RESULTS OF Tl HE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT CO MPO  ^JENTSAND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 07 C8 C9 CIO C11 C12 CI 3 CI 4 CIS CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
3904537 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 
3904613 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 
3904696 1 1 4 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
3904757 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 5 
3904782 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904836 1 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904873 1 1 4 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
3904877 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904941 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904945 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
3904989 1 1 4 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
3905046 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
4005490 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4008070 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 
4008490 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4010590 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 5 
4017760 1 0 
4020600 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 
4030240 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
4032220 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 
4033480 1 0 1 1 1 
4102970 1 0 1 1 1 0 
4103720 1 1 3 0 0 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
4108830 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
4110040 1 1 3 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
4111100 1 1 3 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
4111790 1 1 2 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
4202040 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4202590 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 
4202790 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
4203510 1 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 
to 
o 
CO 
SURVEY RESULTS OF Tl HE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 CI 3 CI 4 CI 5 CI 6 C17 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
4204500 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
4204890 1 1 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
4205490 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 
4205910 1 1 4 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
4206590 1 1 2 0 0 1 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
4209090 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
4211670 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
4212990 1 0 
4217280 1 1 4 1 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
4219170 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4219800 1 2 1 0 
4220760 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 5 
4222380 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
4222530 1 2 0 
4222770 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 5 
4226520 1 1 0 
4400030 1 1 4 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 
4400720 1 1 4 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
4400750 1 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 
4400900 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4402910 1 1 2 1 0 1 3 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4600002 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4634680 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 
4676620 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
4676680 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
4900120 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 
4900210 1 1 4 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
4900360 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 5 
4900420 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
4901200 1 0 1 0 
5007080 1 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 
SURVEY RESULTS OF TI HE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 CI 3 CI 4 CI 5 CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 C22 C23 
5301110 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
5301200 1 0 0 
5302400 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
5303540 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
5304560 1 1 4 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
5304860 1 1 4 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
5305940 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
5306240 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
5307710 1 1 4 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
5307920 1 1 2 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 
5308700 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5309720 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
5400330 1 0 
5400600 1 1 2 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5400810 1 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 5 
5400930 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 
5400990 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 
5401020 1 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
5401050 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
5401230 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 
5401320 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
5401470 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
5500870 1 1 2 0 0 1 5 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5501080 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
5502550 1 1 4 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
5504590 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5505520 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 4 
5505550 1 1 4 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 5 
5505880 1 1 4 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5505910 1 1 3 1 0 0 5 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 
5506540 1 1 2 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
SURVEY RESULTS OFT HE TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPORT COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES 
1 D Number 01 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 08 C9 CIO C11 CI 2 CI 3 CI 4 C15 CI 6 CI 7 CI 8 CI 9 C20 C21 022 C23 
5507320 1 1 5 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
5507440 1 1 3 1 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5507680 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
5509600 1 1 4 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 
5510060 1 1 4 0 1 0 5 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
5512660 1 1 3 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
5512720 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5513650 1 1 2 1 0 1 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 
5515330 1 1 2 1 1 1 5 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 
5604510 1 1 4 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
5514490 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 
TOTALS 444 392 190 175 121 240 251 85 356 350 229 339 390 267 95 124 238 79 133 45=C 
8=1 93=1 63=1 127= 
93=2 21=2 3=2 65=2 
92=3 52=3 37=5 94=; 
97=4 14=4 70=/ 
1 21=5 115=5 43=! 
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TOTALS. BY STATE. OF THE EVAL UATION COMPONENTS AND PROCEDURES REQUIRED BY THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
STATE CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 CIO C11 C12 C13 C14 CIS C16 CI 7 cia CIS C20 C21 C22 
Arizona 7 5 6 4 4 2 6 5 3 2 6 6 5 6 8 5 4 6 3 4 1 5 
Arkansas 6 5 5 2 4 3 S 3 3 2 5 5 3 4 5 4 0 5 1 3 1 1 
California 43 38 41 23 20 9 41 26 24 12 38 35 15 37 40 27 10 41 16 30 19 16 
Colorado 6 6 6 4 3 0 6 4 5 1 6 6 3 6 6 6 1 6 1 5 1 2 
Connecticut 7 7 7 4 6 1 7 5 5 5 7 7 4 7 7 6 5 7 5 7 5 4 
DIst. Colum 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Florida 16 16 16 10 8 6 15 6 11 15 15 11 11 15 12 15 11 4 4 8 2 4 
Idaho 5 4 4 2 2 1 4 2 2 2 3 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 0 2 0 1 
Illinois 29 27 27 12 18 6 27 17 17 3 24 23 17 24 25 15 4 27 7 21 3 7 
Indiana 15 13 14 5 4 3 14 8 10 2 13 13 10 14 14 9 5 14 3 9 1 4 
Iowa 12 8 8 7 2 2 8 4 6 1 9 9 3 7 8 7 4 9 2 4 1 2 
Kansas 6 5 6 4 1 2 6 2 1 2 5 3 4 5 6 4 3 6 2 5 2 3 
Kentucky 7 7 7 6 7 3 7 6 7 2 6 6 5 6 7 7 1 7 2 3 0 3 
Loslsiana 10 10 10 6 5 6 10 8 9 4 10 10 8 4 10 10 3 10 4 9 0 5 
Maine 1 1 5 1 0 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Maryland 9 9 9 3 2 3 9 7 6 3 8 7 8 8 9 5 3 9 2 4 1 3 
Massachuse 16 15 15 2 4 3 15 8 11 5 11 15 6 14 14 8 4 15 4 7 3 5 
Michiaan 21 14 17 3 7 3 16 7 8 4 14 13 6 14 15 11 4 16 3 9 3 4 
Minnesota 14 7 9 S 3 2 8 5 5 4 8 7 3 8 8 6 0 8 4 6 2 2 
MISSISSIPDI 5 5 5 4 3 3 5 4 2 1 4 3 S 1 5 2 1 5 2 3 1 3 
Missouri 18 16 16 8 10 10 16 15 14 1 15 15 14 14 16 13 2 16 6 8 3 7 
Montana 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Nebraska 8 7 7 4 5 4 7 5 5 3 6 6 6 6 7 7 4 7 6 7 1 3 
Nevada 2 2 2 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 1 2 2 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 
N Hamoshlr 3 3 3 2 0 1 3 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 
New Jersey 19 18 18 11 8 9 18 15 11 1 17 17 11 17 18 16 5 18 12 12 13 10 
New Mexico 5 5 5 3 4 0 5 4 4 2 5 5 3 5 5 4 1 5 2 3 1 2 
New York 32 29 29 6 8 7 28 12 10 0 26 25 12 25 28 11 2 28 4 8 3 5 
No Dakota 1 1 4 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Ohio 26 26 26 8 6 4 26 13 17 4 20 18 12 22 25 14 5 26 5 10 2 6 
Oklahoma 9 6 7 3 3 4 7 3 2 0 5 7 5 5 7 4 3 7 2 3 2 4 
Oreqon 6 6 5 2 3 0 5 3 5 1 5 5 1 5 6 5 2 5 2 5 1 3 
Pennsvlvani 20 16 18 3 1 6 17 10 11 3 12 14 10 13 15 9 1 17 3 7 3 6 
Rhode Island 5 5 5 3 1 3 5 2 2 0 4 4 4 1 4 1 1 5 2 3 1 2 
So Dakota 4 4 4 3 3 0 4 2 2 0 4 4 1 2 4 3 0 4 1 2 0 0 
Utah S 4 4 4 4 2 4 3 4 3 5 4 4 3 4 3 0 4 0 3 0 1 
Vermont 1 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 
Washlnaton 12 11 11 4 4 1 11 7 5 1 8 8 5 11 11 5 1 11 1 5 0 1 
W Viralnia 10 9 9 8 2 3 9 6 6 1 7 5 5 7 8 6 2 9 3 6 1 3 
Wisconsin 19 19 19 10 7 6 18 9 12 4 15 18 11 16 18 12 4 18 3 10 0 2 
Wvomino 1 1 4 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 
1. Teachers be evaluated 12. Includes other summatlve data 
2. District has recorded process 13. Ratinq of performance 
3. Number of evaluation/year 14. Summatlve evaluation report 
4. Orientation to process 15. Teacher has riaht to respond 
5. Pre-obsen/atlon conforences 16. Setting of qrowth aoals 
6. Data collection instrument 17. Growth targets are the central focus 
7. Number observation/observation 18. Who evaluates 
8. Formative conferences 19. Staff development 
9. Unannounced observations 20. Intensive assistance 
10. Self analysis 21. Student qrowth review 
11. Summatlve conference 22. Lesson plan analysis 
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATE EVALUATION MAN[ )ATES AND REGULAI ONS OF THE STATE'S DIS TRICTS 
AR AZ CA CD CI PL lA ID IL IN KS KY LA MA 
1. Requires teacher evaluation X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
6 7 43 6 7 16 12 5 29 15 6 7 10 16 
2. District developed process X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
5 5 38 6 7 16 8 4 27 13 6 7 10 15 
3. Evaluation lor tenured/vear X X X X X X X X X X 
5 6 41 6 7 16 8 4 27 14 6 7 10 15 
4. Orientation to process X X X X X X X 
2 4 23 4 4 10 7 2 12 5 4 6 6 2 
5. Pre-observation conferences X 
4 4 20 3 6 8 2 2 18 4 1 7 5 4 
6. Data collection instrument X X X X X X 
3 2 9 0 1 6 2 1 6 3 2 3 6 3 
7. Number observation/evaluation X X 
5 6 41 6 7 15 8 4 27 14 6 7 10 15 
8. Formative conferences X X X X X X X 
3 5 26 4 5 6 4 2 17 8 2 6 8 8 
9. Unannounced observations X X X 
5 3 24 5 5 1 1 6 2 17 10 1 7 9 11 
10. Self analysis X 
2 2 12 1 5 15 1 2 3 2 2 7 4 5 
11. Summative conference X X X X X X X X 
5 6 38 6 7 15 9 3 24 13 5 6 10 11 
12. Include otiier summative data X X X X X X X X X 
5 6 35 6 7 14 9 4 23 13 6 6 10 15 
13. Ratinq of performance X X X X X X X X 
3 5 15 3 4 11 3 4 17 10 4 5 8 6 
14. Summative report part narrativi X X X X X X X X X X X 
4 6 37 6 7 15 7 2 24 14 5 6 10 14 
15. Teacher has right to respond X X X X X X X X X 
5 6 40 6 7 12 8 4 25 14 6 7 10 14 
16. Setting of growth goals X X X X X X X X 
4 5 27 6 6 15 7 4 15 11 4 7 10 8 
17. Growth targets central focus 
0 4 10 1 5 11 4 2 4 5 3 1 3 4 
18. Who evaluates X X X X X X 
5 6 41 6 7 4 9 4 27 14 6 7 10 15 
19. Staff development X X X 
1 3 16 1 5 4 2 0 7 3 2 2 4 4 
20. Intensive assistance X X X X X X 
3 4 30 5 7 8 4 2 21 9 5 3 9 7 
21. Student growth review 
1 1 19 1 5 2 1 0 3 1 2 0 0 3 
22. Lesson plan analysis 
1 5 16 2 4 4 2 1 7 4 3 3 5 5 
X = State requires this procedure to be perfor med during 
the teacher performance evaluation 
Number = the number of surveyed districts in the state 
who have regulations requiring the evaluation procedure 
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATE EVA 
MD ME Ml MN MO MS MT ND m NJ NM NV NV 
1. Requires teacher evaluation X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
9 1 21 14 18 5 2 1 8 3 19 5 2 32 
2. District develooed process X X X X X X X X X X X X 
9 1 14 7 16 5 1 1 7 3 18 5 2 29 
3. Evaluation for tenured/year X X X 
9 5 7 9 16 5 1 4 7 3 18 5 2 29 
4. Orientation to process X 
3 1 3 5 8 4 1 0 4 2 1 1 3 1 6 
5. Pre-observation conferences X X X X 
2 0 7 3 15 3 1 0 5 0 18 4 0 8 
6. Data collection Instrument X X X X 
3 0 3 2 10 3 0 0 4 1 9 0 1 7 
7. Number observation/evaluation X 
9 5 16 8 16 5 1 1 7 3 18 5 2 28 
8. Formative conferences X X X X X 
7 0 7 5 15 4 0 1 5 0 15 4 1 12 
9. Unannounced observations X X 
6 1 8 5 14 2 1 1 5 1 11 4 1 10 
10. Self analysis 
3 0 4 4 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 2 0 0 
11. Summatlve conference X X X X X 
8 1 14 8 15 5 1 1 6 2 17 5 2 26 
12. Include other summative data X X X X X X 
7 1 13 7 15 3 1 1 6 1 17 5 2 25 
13. Rating of performance X X X X X 
8 0 6 3 14 5 1 6 1 11 3 1 12 
14. Summative report part narrativi X X X X X X 
8 1 14 8 14 5 1 1 6 2 17 5 2 25 
15. Teacher has riaht to respond X X X 
9 1 15 8 16 5 1 1 7 2 18 5 2 28 
16. Setting of growth goais X X X X 
5 0 11 6 13 2 0 1 7 2 16 4 1 1 1 
17. Growth targets central focus 
3 0 4 0 2 1 0 1 4 2 5 1 0 2 
18. Who evaluates X X 
9 1 16 8 16 5 1 1 7 2 18 5 2 28 
19. Staff development X 
2 0 3 4 6 2 0 1 6 2 12 2 1 4 
20. Intensive assistance X X 
4 0 9 6 8 3 0 1 7 2 12 3 1 8 
21. Student growth review 
1 0 3 2 3 1 0 1 1 1 13 1 0 3 
22. Lesson plan analysis 
3 0 4 2 7 3 0 1 3 2 10 2 0 5 
X = State requires t lis procedure to be performed during 
the teacher performance evaluation 
'^umk ler = the number of surveyed districts In the state 
who have regulations requiring the evaluation procedure 
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATE EV/ \ 
CH OK CR PA Rl SO LTT VT WA Wl WV WV 
1. Requires teacher evaluation X X X X X X X X X X X X 
26 9 6 20 5 4 5 1 12 19 10 1 
2. District developed process X X X X X X X X X X X X 
26 6 6 16 5 4 4 1 11 19 9 1 
3. Evaluation for tenured/year X X X X X X X X 
26 7 5 18 5 4 4 1 1 19 9 1 
4. Orientation to process X X X 
8 3 2 3 3 3 4 0 4 10 8 1 
5. Pre-observation conferences X X X 
6 6 6 1 1 3 4 0 4 7 2 0 
6. Data collection Instrument X X 
4 4 0 6 3 0 2 1 1 6 3 0 
7. Number observation/evaluation X X 
26 7 5 17 5 4 4 2 11 18 9 1 
8. Formative conferences X X X X X 
13 3 3 10 2 2 3 0 7 9 6 1 
9. Unannounced observations X 
17 2 5 15 2 2 4 0 5 12 6 1 
10. Self analysis X X 
4 0 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 4 1 0 
11. Summative conference X X X X X 
20 5 5 12 4 4 5 1 8 15 7 1 
12. Include other summative data X X X X X X 
1 8 7 5 14 4 4 4 1 8 18 9 0 
13. Rating of performance X X X X X X X 
12 5 1 10 4 1 4 0 5 11 5 1 
14. Summative report part narrativi X X X X X X 
22 5 6 13 1 2 3 1 1 1 16 7 1 
15. Teacher has right to respond X X X X 
25 7 6 15 4 4 4 1 11 18 8 1 
16. Setting of growth goals X X X X X 
14 4 6 9 1 3 3 1 11 19 8 1 
17. Growth targets central focus 
5 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 4 2 0 
18. Who evaluates X 
26 7 5 17 5 4 4 1 1 1 18 9 1 
19. Staff development 
5 2 2 3 2 1 0 1 1 3 3 0 
20. Intensive assistance X X X X X 
1 0 3 5 7 3 2 3 1 5 10 6 0 
21. Student growth review 
2 2 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
22. Lesson plan analysis 
6 4 3 6 2 0 1 0 1 2 3 0 
X = State requires t lis procedure to be perfor med during 
the teacher performance evaluation 
Number = the number of surveyed districts in the state 
who have regulations reguiring the evaluation procedun 
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APPENDIX L 
APPROVAL FORM FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN 
SUBJECTS 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa 
(Please type and use the attached instructions for completing this form) 
1. Title of Prnjenf Teacher Performance Evaluation: A nationwide stratus report of the 
procedures and models In use 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will report h\y adverse reactions to the cotkmittee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved will be submitted to thecommittee forreview. I agree to request renewal of approval for any project 
continuing more than one year. 
I 
RInharH J. WipHprhnlrl 
Typed Name of Principal Investigator 
Professional Studies In Education 
Department 
20 
Signature of Principal Invesqga 
Lacomarclno 
Campus Address Campus Telephone 
3. Signatures of other investigators Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
%__±1__LL Mainr Prnfessnr 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) 
• Faculty • Staff (Xl Graduate Student • Undergraduate Student 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
• Research ® Thesis or dissertation • Class project • Independent Study (490,590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
750 # Adults, non-students ___ # ISU student # minors under 14 
# minors 14 - 17 
other (explain) 
Data Collection: 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instructions, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
Research Problem: The proposed research will investigate the current status of teacher 
performance evaluation. An emphasis will be given to the procedures 
used in the process of evaluation. The procedures will provide the 
identifiers to allow the researcher to categorize the evaluation 
processes into identified models. 
The subjects used in this research will be educational administrators 
from all of the states of the United States. The first phase of thin 
study is to identify a person knowledgeable of teacher evaluation at the 
state level. That person will be asked to supply this researcher with 
the state's inandadated procedures related to teacher evaluation. The 
second phase of the study is directed to a sample group of 700 school 
districts from across the United States. The survey questionnaire, 
asking 22 questions relative to teacher evaluation procedures, will be 
directed to the Superintendent of Schools of these 700 school districts. 
The return of the survey materials is optional. 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Informed Consent: Q Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
[H Modified informed consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.) 
• Not applicable to this project. 
9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below die methods to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (See 
instructions, item 9.) 
There are no personal identifiers. All data revealed is by an Identification code; 
the identification code relationship to a school district will not be revealed. 
10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will be taken to minimize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emotional risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
NO RISKS 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
Q A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
• C. Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
• D. Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects > 
• E. Deception of subjects , 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or Q Subjects 14 -17 years of age 
Q G. Subjects in institutions (nursing homes, prisons, etc.) 
• H. Research must be approved by another institution or agency (Attach letters of approval) 
If you checked any of the items in 11, please complete the following in the space below (include any attachments): 
Items A • D Describe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
Item E Describe how subjects will be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and information to be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14, indicate how informed consent from parents or legally authorized repre­
sentatives as well as from subjects will be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must approve the project. If subjects in any outside agency or 
institution are involved, approval must be obtained prior to beginning the research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
..f\ n a  IdOil Last  Name o f  Pr inc ipa l  Invest igator  Wiederhold • 
222 
Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. [S Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonparUcipation will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13.0 Consent form (if applicable) 
14. • Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
15.13 Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
January 24. 1989 August: 31, 1990 
Monili / Day / Year Month/Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
Month / Day / Year 
e of Departmental Executive Officer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
Professional Studies in Education 
/ 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
> [roject Approved Project Not Approved No Action Required 
Patr ic ia  M.  Ke i th  
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee thairpdrson 
GC: l /90  
